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WLRQ VWUDWHJLHV RI TXDQWLWDWLYH XVHU VDWLVIDFWLRQ VXUYH\V TXDQWLILHG DQDO\VLV RYHUXVHU
ZRUNVKRSPDWHULDOVDQGTXDOLWDWLYHDQDO\VLVRYHUSURMHFWGRFXPHQWDWLRQRIWKHFDVHSUR
MHFWV 7KHDQDO\VLV IRFXVHVRQGDWD LQZKLFK FRPPXQLFDWLRQFRQFHUQLQJYDOXHLQXVH
LQIRUPDWLRQEHWZHHQ VWDNHKROGHUV LVREVHUYDEOH IRU H[DPSOH WKHGHVLJQ LQVWUXFWLRQV
DQGPHHWLQJPHPRVDQGWKHVDWLVIDFWLRQVXUYH\GDWDZKLFKLVXVHGWRUHIOHFWWKHTXDOLW\
RIWKHGHVLJQRXWSXW




























9LUDOOLVHQ YDOYRMDQ OLVlNVL NLLWRNVHQVD DQVDLWVHHP\|V HVLWDUNDVWDMDW SURIHVVRUL (PO\Q
:LWW VHNlSURIHVVRUL$QWWL3HOWRNRUSL7KDQN \RX IRU WKHFRPPHQWV WKDWKHOSHGPH WR
ILQDOL]HWKHGLVVHUWDWLRQ






WDPLVHQ GHPRSURMHNWLHQ SDULVVD 1lPl SURMHNWLW WXRWWLYDW VHNl WXWNLPXVDLQHLVWRQ HWWl












RQWRORJLVHQSHUXVWDQSRKWLPLQHQ MXXUL WHLGlQNDQVVDRQROOXWPXNDYDOOD WDYDOODPLHOWl
NXWNXWWDYDD
1lLGHQ OLVlNVLROHQVDDQXW WXNHD MDNDQQXVWXVWDXVHDOWDPXXWDSRUXNDOWD$ONXDLNRLQD
5DNHQQXVWDORQ/VLLYHQSLHQ\ULW\NVLVWlNRRVWXYD\KWHLV|WDUMRVLLQQRVWDYDDYHUWDLVWXNHD
2OLKLHQRD W\|VNHQQHOOlVHOODLVWHQ LKPLVWHQVHDVVD MRWNDROLYDWSllWWlQHHWRWWDDRKMDW




















































































































































































































































































'XULQJ WKH UHVHDUFKSURFHVVV\VWHPDWLFDOVHOHFWLRQVZHUHPDGH WKDWKDYHIROORZHG LQWHUSUHWLYLVW
SKLORVRSK\LQERWKRQWRORJ\DQGHSLVWHPRORJ\7KHFRPELQDWLRQRITXDOLWDWLYHDQGTXDQWLWDWLYHPHWK
RGVXVHGLQWKHDQDO\VHVLVGHVFULEHGLQFKDSWHU
































MHFWVZHUHSUHIHUUHGEHFDXVH WKHDLPZDV WR LQFOXGHSURMHFWV WKDW FRXOGEHREVHUYHGGXULQJ WKH




&DVHZDVDQDXGLWRULXPUHWURILW LQ2XOX)LQODQG7KHSXUSRVHRI WKHSURMHFWZDVWR UHQHZWKH
OD\RXWDQGHTXLSPHQWRIDQROGDXGLWRULXPWRFUHDWHQHZKLJKWHFKOHDUQLQJIDFLOLWLHVDQGWREHWWHU
HQDEOHJURXSZRUNLQJ$IWHU WKHSURMHFW WKHDXGLWRULXP LQFOXGHGJURXSZRUNLQJ WHUUDFHVPXOWLSOH
VLGHGLVSOD\VFUHHQVDQGZLUHOHVVYLGHRWUDQVIHUFDSDELOLWLHV&ROODERUDWLYHGHVLJQZDVLQWURGXFHG
WRWKHSURMHFWWHDPZLWKDVPDOOVFDOHLQWHUYHQWLRQHDUO\LQWKHSURMHFW


































































7KHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQ WKHVH WZRYDOXHFRQFHSWLRQV OLHV LQ WKHLURQWRORJLFDOEDVLV7KHILUVWRQH
DVVXPHVWKDWYDOXHPD\H[LVWLQGHSHQGHQWO\RIWKHVRFLDODFWRUV7KHODWWHURQHDVVXPHVWKDWYDOXH
LVFUHDWHGIURPWKHSHUFHSWLRQVDQGFRQVHTXHQWDFWLRQVRIVRFLDODFWRUV&KDQJLQJWKHRQWRORJLFDO
SRVLWLRQLQJ UHTXLUHV QHZ SHUVSHFWLYHV WR WKH H[DPLQHG SKHQRPHQRQ 7KHUHIRUH WKH WKHRUHWLFDO
EDFNJURXQGLVVRXJKWIURPTXDOLW\HQJLQHHULQJPDUNHWLQJUHVHDUFKDQGSURFHVVXDOVWXGLHVLQVWHDG




























-XUDQDQG*RGIUH\GHWHUPLQHTXDOLW\ZLWKGXDOPHDQLQJ On the one hand, quality is





































FXVWRPHUQHHG LV UHODWHG WRPXOWLSOHTXDOLWLHVRIDSURGXFWDQGYLFHYHUVD$NDR JLYHVDQ





IRUFRQFHSWXDOGHVLJQLQJRISURGXFWRUVHUYLFHEHFDXVH LQ WKHEHJLQQLQJRI WKHSURMHFWRQHPXVW
VRPHKRZFODULI\WKHUHODWLYHLPSRUWDQFHRITXDOLW\GHPDQGVPDGHE\FXVWRPHUV$NDR(YHQ







































































































SRZHULQJHIIHFWRIDFWLYHHQJDJHPHQW(YHQ WKRXJK FRFUHDWLRQ LVYLHZHGDVDPXOWLIDFHWHGDQG
QXDQFHGFRQFHSW 6DDULMlUYLHWDO WKHPDLQVWUHDPRI WKH UHVHDUFK LVZHOO LQ OLQHZLWK WKH








































+RZHYHU LWVHHPVWKDW WKHSURFHVV LPSURYHPHQWGRHVQRW ILW LQ$OWKRXJK30%2.UHFRPPHQGV
DSSO\LQJFRQWLQXRXV LPSURYHPHQWDVDPHWKRG WR LPSURYH TXDOLW\ WKHUH LV YHU\ OLWWOH LQIRUPDWLRQ
JLYHQRQKRZWRDSSO\LWLQDXQLTXHFRQWH[WGHSHQGHQWHQYLURQPHQWW\SLFDOIRUSURMHFWV7KHLGHDRI











































































WLRQVKLS OHDGWRZDUGDPXFKPRUHUDGLFDOFKDQJHLQ WKHEXVLQHVVSURFHVVHV+RZHYHU WKHFOHDU
SRVLWLYH LPSDFWRIFRFUHDWLRQ LQEXLOGLQJGHVLJQ LVQRWVHOIHYLGHQW/LQGDKODQQRWDWHVWKDW
DOEHLW WKHXVHUSDUWLFLSDWLRQKDVEHHQXVHGDW OHDVW VLQFH WKHVWRFUHDWHPRUHXVHUIULHQGO\










































3DSHU &DVHV 'DWDFROOHFWLRQWHFKQLTXHV 'DWDDQDO\VLVSURFHGXUH
3DSHU, &DVHV (WKQRJUDSKLHV 4XDOLWDWLYHREVHUYDWLRQV
3DSHU,, &DVH $UFKLYDOVWXG\6XUYH\ 4XDOLWDWLYH LQGXFWLYH FRQWHQW
DQDO\VLV




3DSHU,9 &DVH $UFKLYDOVWXG\6XUYH\ 4XDOLWDWLYH FRQWHQW DQDO\VLV
TXDQWLWDWLYHVXUYH\DQDO\VLV




LQILQGLQJHYLGHQFHVXSSRUWLQJVXSUHPDF\RIFHUWDLQGHVLJQVROXWLRQV ,QSDSHU , WKLVDSSURDFK LV
GHVFULEHGDVHYLGHQFHEDVHGGHVLJQ+RZHYHUWKHSUHOLPLQDU\ILQGLQJVUHSRUWHGLQSDSHU,LQGLFDWHG













































































































































































WLOH VHQVDWLRQVFRJQLWLYHSURFHVVHVDQG VXEMHFWLYHH[SHULHQFHV7KH LPDJHRI WKHQHZ OHDUQLQJ
VSDFHZDVLPSRUWDQWIURPWKHEHJLQQLQJRIWKHSURMHFW
7KHOHYHORIFROODERUDWLRQYDULHGEHWZHHQWKHSKDVHVRIWKHSURMHFW'XULQJWKHFRQFHSWGHVLJQSKDVH


































VRPH IHDWXUHVRI WKH UHTXLUHG TXDOLW\ZHUH ORVW LQ WKH FRQVWUXFWLRQ SKDVHEHFDXVH WKHGHFLVLRQ
PDNLQJDQGVXSHUYLVLRQZHUHIUDJPHQWHG7KXVZHUHFRPPHQGWKDWLIWKHFROODERUDWLYHGHVLJQDS

















































































































































































































7KHDLPRI WKHSURMHFWZDV WR UHQHZ WKHRIILFHHQYLURQPHQW DSSUR[LPDWHO\P WRPHHW WKH
FXUUHQWQHHGVRIDFDGHPLFZRUNE\HQJDJLQJWKHXVHUVRIWKHVSDFHWRFRGHVLJQWKHSURMHFW7KH


















WLYH7KH ILUVW URXQGRI WKHDQDO\VLVGHVFULEHV WKH FKURQRORJ\RI WKHSURMHFW 5LHVVPDQ ,W
UHSUHVHQWVWKHSOD\IXOSUDFWLFHVRIWKHSURMHFW LQWKUHHYLJQHWWHVUHO\LQJRQWKHNH\SKDVHVRIWKH
SURMHFW)ROORZLQJ5LHVVPDQ¶VGHILQLWLRQWKHVHQDUUDWLYHVDUHVWUXFWXUHGDURXQGWKHHYHQWVGLVSOD\
























































































LQGXFWLYHDSSURDFK LV WREXLOGHPHUJHQW WKHRULHV WKLVGLVVHUWDWLRQSURSRVHVQRYHO ORJLF IRU YDOXH








RWKHU VWDNHKROGHUZKR UHFHLYHV WKH LQIRUPDWLRQ XWLOLVHV LW LQ LWVGXWLHV LHXVHV LW WR FUHDWHQHZ
LQIRUPDWLRQDQGPD\JLYHIHHGEDFN WR WKHILUVWVWDNHKROGHUZKRUHFHLYHV WKHIHHGEDFN$IWHU WKH






































7KH ILQDO VHFWLRQVRI WKLVERRNGLVFXVV WKH UHOLDELOLW\DQG YDOLGLW\ RI WKLV UHVHDUFK DQGYLHZV WKH
SRWHQWLDOUHVHDUFKWRSLFVIRUWKHIXWXUH
 9DOXHFUHDWLRQORJLFLQXVHUFHQWULFGHVLJQ



































































LQ WKH W\SLFDOO\RIIHUHGSURGXFWRIVHUYLFH ,IQRW WKHQ LWPD\EHSRVVLEOH WRVDWLVI\ WKH
QHHGVE\DOHVVFRVWO\VROXWLRQLHLQDPRUHFRVWHIILFLHQWPDQQHU$QRWKHUZD\WRFKDO
OHQJHWKHOLQNLVWRH[DPLQHZKHWKHUPRUHQHHGVFRXOGEHVDWLVILHGE\VOLJKWO\YDU\LQJ












































































































DFFHVVWRXQGHUVWDQGLQJXVHUQHHGVZKLFKHQDEOHGWKHXVHRI ORZFRVWVROXWLRQVDV ORQJDV WKH
QHHGVZHUHPHW7KLVDSSURDFKVDYHGDFRQVLGHUDEOHVXPRIPRQH\DQGUHVXOWHG LQRXWVWDQGLQJ
FXVWRPHUVDWLVIDFWLRQ
The first pattern of the impact of design tasks on value is that the value creation is influenced by
influencing the user focus. Any feedback given by the project team will influence the focus of the



























The second pattern of the impact of design tasks on value is that the risk of major problems in project

















)LUVWHYHQ LQ WKHVHVPDOOVFDOHSURMHFWV WKHUHDUHQXPHURXVSURGXFHUVRI LQIRUPDWLRQDQG WKHLU















,Q WKHILUVWSKDVHRIWKHUHVHDUFK LWZDVFRQVLGHUHGWKDW LW LVXVHIXO WRHVWDEOLVKDIRUPDOPHHWLQJ






























PDQDJHULDO DFWLRQV FRXOG OHDG WRKDVW\GHFLVLRQV(VSHFLDOO\ LI WKHGHVLJQ LQVWUXFWLRQVDUHJLYHQ
EDVHGRQXQYHULILHGLQIRUPDWLRQXVHUVPD\UHTXHVWGHVLJQFKDQJHVWKDWFRXOGEHDYRLGHGE\ZDLWLQJ
IRUYHULILHG LQIRUPDWLRQ2Q WKHRWKHUKDQG LIGHVLJQHUVZDLW IRUYHULILHG LQIRUPDWLRQ LQDVLWXDWLRQ
ZKHUHXVHUVFDQQRWSURYLGHYHULILHGLQIRUPDWLRQWKHSURMHFWPD\VXIIHUIURPXQQHFHVVDU\GHOD\VRI
GHVLJQLQJ,QWHUSUHWLQJWKHVHNLQGVRIVLWXDWLRQVLVGLVFXVVHGLQGHWDLOLQSDSHU9
The first pattern of managing collaboration to enhance design quality is that if the manager’s focus
is on information flows, i.e. in ensuring that all necessary information exists and is delivered, then
the amount of information may overwhelm the manager or at least take the focus off the people’s
ability to function autonomously in various situations.,QVWHDGLIWKHPDQDJHUIRFXVRQWKHTXDOLW\RI
WKHLQWHUDFWLRQWKHQWKHUHVSRQVLELOLW\IRUPDLQWDLQLQJLQIRUPDWLRQIORZVLVWUDQVIHUUHGWRWKHVWDNH





6RPHWLPHVHIILFLHQW LQIRUPDWLRQPDQDJHPHQW LVXQGHUVWRRGDVV\VWHPDWLF UHPRYDORIXQFHUWDLQW\
HJ.RVNHODHWDO7KHTXHVWLRQWKDWWKHDELOLW\WRFROODERUDWHDGGUHVVHVLVDUHDOOVWDNHKROG
HUVUHDG\WRUHPRYHXQFHUWDLQWLHVDWWKHVDPHSDFH
$VGHVFULEHGDERYHD FRQVLGHUDEOH ULVNRIPLVXQGHUVWDQGLQJH[LVWV LI WKHXVHUV¶ VWDWHPHQWVDUH
DFFRXQWHGDVDVVXUHGYDOXH LQIRUPDWLRQWRRHDUO\7KHVDPHHIIHFW LVH[SHFWHG WRRFFXULQHYHU\
LQWHUDFWLRQGUDIWGHVLJQVVKRXOGQRWEHXVHGDVLPSOHPHQWDWLRQGHVLJQVDQGFRVWHVWLPDWHVVKRXOG
QRWEHXVHGDVELGV7KHVDPH ORJLFVKRXOGEH LPSOHPHQWHG LQYDOXH LQIRUPDWLRQGHOLYHU\ WKHUH
VKRXOGEHDGUDIWLQJSKDVHEHIRUHSURYLGLQJWKHDFWXDOLQIRUPDWLRQ+RZHYHUZKHUHDVGHVLJQHUVDQG
FRQWUDFWRUVDUHSURIHVVLRQDOVXVHUVDUHQRW8VHUVVKRXOGQRWEHH[SHFWHGWRNQRZLQGHWDLOZKDW






























The second pattern of managing collaboration to enhance design quality is that designing according




RI FDVH WKUHHNLQGVRIVLWXDWLRQVZHUH UHFRJQLVHG UHJDUGLQJ WKHHYDOXDWLRQRIPDWXULW\RIYDOXH














VWRRGDVDQHQWLW\ WKDWRQO\H[LVWV LQ UHODWLRQVKLSZLWKFXVWRPHU+RZHYHU WKHPRPHQWZKHQ WKH
YDOXHEHJLQVWRH[LVWKDVQRWEHHQFOHDUO\GHILQHG)RUH[DPSOHLQWKH7)9PRGHO.RVNHOD
YDOXHLVGHVFULEHGDVEHLQJJHQHUDWHGLQGHVLJQDQGSURGXFWLRQDFWLYLWLHVRIDFRPSDQ\EDVHGRQ
LQIRUPDWLRQRI FXVWRPHUQHHGV(YHQ WKRXJK WKLVGHILQLWLRQEXLOGVD VWURQJ UHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQ













































,Q DGGLWLRQ WKH FRQFHSWV RI YDOXH LQIRUPDWLRQ DQG TXDOLW\ LQIRUPDWLRQ JXLGH KRZ WKH GLVFXVVLRQ
VKRXOGEHIRFXVHGLQGLIIHUHQWNLQGVRILQWHUDFWLRQV'DIWDQG/HQJHOVXJJHVWWKDWWKHSXUSRVH
RI FRPPXQLFDWLRQ LV WR UHGXFHERWKXQFHUWDLQW\DQGHTXLYRFDOLW\'LYLGLQJ LQWHUDFWLRQV LQWRYDOXH
GULYHQDQGTXDOLW\GULYHQLQWHUDFWLRQVSURYLGHVXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIKRZWRIRFXVLQHDFKLQWHUDFWLRQ,Q














DVHULHVRI LQWHUDFWLRQVZKHUHLQIRUPDWLRQ LVH[FKDQJHGEHWZHHQFXVWRPHUDQGSURGXFHU ,QFRQ
VWUXFWLRQSURMHFWVWKHFXVWRPHULVQRWDXQDQLPRXVHQWLW\&KHUQVDQG%U\DQWDQGWKHUHIRUH








































































SURMHFWVFRSH LVVFDOHGXS7KHLPSOLFDWLRQRIREVHUYLQJWKHTXDOLW\RINH\ LQWHUDFWLRQV LVRIJUHDW













$KHQ ) 	 =HWWLQLJ 3  &ULWLFDO SHUVSHFWLYHV RQ VWUDWHJLF &65 ZKDW LV
VXVWDLQDEOH YDOXH FRFUHDWLRQ RULHQWDWLRQ" &ULWLFDO SHUVSHFWLYHV RQ LQWHUQDWLRQDO
EXVLQHVV
$LUR . :RUNSODFH DQG /DQJXDJH &RQVWUXFWLQJ WKH XVHU H[SHULHQFH RI RIILFH
VSDFH$DOWR8QLYHUVLW\SXEOLFDWLRQVHULHV'RFWRUDOGLVVHUWDWLRQV
$NDR<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4XDOLW\)XQFWLRQ'HSOR\PHQW3URGXFWLYLW\3UHVV1HZ<RUN
$OYHV 7 ' & /LFKWLJ: 	5\ENRZVNL = .  ,PSOHPHQWLQJ 7DUJHW 9DOXH






0  .DQR¶V PHWKRGV IRU XQGHUVWDQGLQJ FXVWRPHUGHILQHG TXDOLW\ &HQWHU IRU
TXDOLW\PDQDJHPHQWMRXUQDO
%ORPTXLVW7+lOOJUHQ01LOVVRQ$	6|GHUKROP$3URMHFWǦDVǦSUDFWLFH,Q
VHDUFK RI SURMHFW PDQDJHPHQW UHVHDUFK WKDW PDWWHUV 3URMHFW 0DQDJHPHQW -RXUQDO

&KHUQV $ % DQG %U\DQW ' 7  6WXG\LQJ WKH FOLHQW
V UROH LQ FRQVWUXFWLRQ
PDQDJHPHQW&RQVWUXFWLRQ0DQDJHPHQWDQG(FRQRPLFV9ROSS













'DIW 5 / 	 /HQJHO 5 + 2UJDQL]DWLRQDO LQIRUPDWLRQ UHTXLUHPHQWV PHGLD
ULFKQHVVDQGVWUXFWXUDOGHVLJQ0DQDJHPHQWVFLHQFH




(LVHQKDUGW . 0  %XLOGLQJ WKHRULHV IURP FDVH VWXG\ UHVHDUFK $FDGHP\ RI
PDQDJHPHQWUHYLHZ
(OI0)U|VW3/LQGDKO*	:LMN+6KDUHGGHFLVLRQPDNLQJ LQGHVLJQLQJ













DQG FRFUHDWLRQ -RXUQDO RI WKH $FDGHP\ RI 0DUNHWLQJ 6FLHQFH  ±
GRLV

*XVWDIVVRQ $ .ULVWHQVVRQ 3	:LWHOO /  &XVWRPHU FRFUHDWLRQ LQ VHUYLFH
LQQRYDWLRQDPDWWHURIFRPPXQLFDWLRQ"-RXUQDORI6HUYLFH0DQDJHPHQW

GHQ +HLMHU $  $VVHVVLQJ IDFDGH YDOXHKRZ FOLHQWV PDNH EXVLQHVV FDVHV LQ
FKDQJLQJUHDOHVWDWHPDUNHWV-RXUQDORI)DFDGH'HVLJQDQG(QJLQHHULQJ
YDQ GHU +RRUQ % 	 :KLWW\ 6 -  $ +HLGHJJHULDQ SDUDGLJP IRU SURMHFW










.HQW ' & 	 %HFHULN*HUEHU %  8QGHUVWDQGLQJ FRQVWUXFWLRQ LQGXVWU\
H[SHULHQFH DQG DWWLWXGHV WRZDUG LQWHJUDWHG SURMHFW GHOLYHU\ -RXUQDO RI FRQVWUXFWLRQ
HQJLQHHULQJDQGPDQDJHPHQW
.RVNHOD / $QH[SORUDWLRQ WRZDUGV D SURGXFWLRQ WKHRU\ DQG LWV DSSOLFDWLRQ WR
FRQVWUXFWLRQ9773XEOLFDWLRQV977%XLOGLQJ7HFKQRORJ\(VSRR)LQODQG
.RVNHOD / -	+RZHOO* 7KHXQGHUO\LQJ WKHRU\RISURMHFWPDQDJHPHQW LV
REVROHWH,Q3URFHHGLQJVRIWKH30,5HVHDUFK&RQIHUHQFHSS30,
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Abstract
 Gathering information that is capable to explain customers’ needs is usually seen as a quite straightforward part of the traditional
construction process: a customer should be able to tell all relevant needs in the first stage so that a building could be designed and
built according to the gained information. But the process is lacking of service abilities if a customer wants to modify the given
information due to a change in circumstances, albeit such a change is easily caused due turbulent economic situations and long
spans in real-estate development projects. Hence the customer perspective regarding the construction management (CM) process
should be accommodated better. In this paper, the case studies of the four premises improvement projects are reported upon,
where the CM process was altered to include and apply the concepts of continuous improvement and co-creation. The process
documentation covered the impacts of the case project on the usability of the premises, the indoor climate conditions (carbon
dioxide and temperature) metering, the time lapse cameras and the on-line user feedback system. The documentation consists of
the minutes of the meetings, the financial reporting and the time tables. Both the processes and the results of the projects are
analysed. Based on the key findings, some suggestions are put forth upon how to improve the CM process to better serve
customer interests and quality improvement in the future.
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V.
Selection and/ peer-review under responsibility of Tampere University of Technology, Department of Civil Engineering.
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1. Introduction
Significant potential in service innovations is considered to exist in various industries, but in many cases service
innovations are understood as improvements in customer services. In practice, this may lead to situations where the
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service perspective has been adopted at the strategic level but the traditional goods perspective is still dominant at
the manufacturing level (Grönroos & Helle, 2010).
In the case of University Properties of Finland (UPF) Ltd, the need of general improvement in facility
management (FM) services business was recognised around 2010. For this reason, UPF launched a study concerning
the implementation of evidence based design and co-creation, based on the assumption that new practices should be
developed for improving all stages in construction projects – from concept development to the handover and use of
premises. Moreover, a comprehensive investigation was seen essential to reveal a gap between the assumption about
premises ideally serving users and the actual uses of premises. The management of UPF perceived this gap to be a
bridge that needs to be built as part of a transition towards the service dominant business logic in FM services
business. The need to investigate evidence based design practices was framed by studying the actual performance
and outputs via the three key aspects as follows:
1. What is the actual improvement in the utilisation of the premises when a retrofit project has been
carried out? It is quite common that retrofit projects are carried out with the determined objectives of
improvement. Very rarely, the actualisation of the improvement and the real current use of the
premises is being later confirmed against the target designs, such as: “Do people use the premises in
the ways that the architect had imagined in the design phase?”, “Has the utilisation rate improved?”
and “How has the mood of working changed?”
2. How should new practices be implemented? Based on the prior experience within the organization, it
was assumed that every new practice causes resistance that disturbs design work, lowers down the
features of new premises and slows down occupation. Co-creation practices (Prahalad & Ramaswamy,
2004) were seen as a promising way to confront these problems.
3. What tools could be used for marketing new ideas. The idea was to provide information about new
solutions in premises from users to users. In this way, information would be in such formats that the
users of premises could understand when planning their next facility upgrading projects. Supposedly,
this would also ease communication between architects, a PM team and users.
Even if the idea of combining evidence based design and co-creation seemed promising, no relevant method
could be identified for measuring the impacts of the adoption of these two value creating practices in actual projects.
However,  there  was  a  lot  of  data  that  was  gathered  with  many kinds  of  equipment  for  the  evidence  based design
research. Thus, a novel method was developed to gather data that enhances understanding of the ability of users to
benefit from premises.
The focus of this study is on the ability of users to benefit from premises. This was seen as a key to understand
real estate development as an activity where products and services are developed, instead of a business where assets
are managed. The objectives of PM processes were set to serve the usability of outcomes, i.e. impacts on users are
considered before production capability, schedule and budget. The application of co-creation practices is seen as a
significant way towards the realisation of this shift. As co-creation took place mainly in concept development
phases, it is now assumed that also the other parts of the PM process can be improved in a radical manner.
In the same vein, the PM process was re-organized to utilise practices in continuous improvement (Deming,
1986). Tests of the re-organized process were called process demonstrations. The process demonstrations were
implemented as part of four small scale retrofit projects, all constituted by UPF. Each project encompassed a
specific application of improved processes ranging between a new way to explore customer needs and a completely
enhanced process where the organisation as a whole was re-arranged to apply continuous improvement’s work
order. The method of action research was applied.
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The contribution of this study is a system enabling users to have improved capability to understand the
implications of new solutions, i.e. performance is explained with the help of the models and data. Moreover, it
seems that this designed and studied approach also improves end users’ commitment, by better process
understanding.
2. Theoretical background
Economics is seen as a valid viewpoint when discussing added value and total value. In economics, it is
supposed that every stakeholder aims to maximise utility and, thus, value is understood as someone’s ability to
utilise a product or a service. It should be noted that this is not the same thing as market price. The way how market
defines prices is explained in economics by equilibrium price, i.e. price where the quantity demanded meets the
quantity supplied (e.g. Begg et al., 2008). Utility someone gets from a product probably exceeds market price; why
else such a transaction would happen. Moreover, the amount of this excess is not tied to the monetary value of
market price from individuals’ point of view and why should it. Different persons in different situations may of
course gain enormously different amount of utility from a similar product. Based on this reasoning, two questions
are posed:
x Whose utility should be measured?
x How to measure value via utilisation, if it cannot be measured via market price?
As the concept of value has rather a subjective nature, Rooke et. al. (2010) suggest that instead of objectivity
the concept of intersubjectivity should be used, in which “objectivity is socially established from the stream of our
perceptions”. Thus, it has been shown that both observing the utilisation of premises by masses and surveying the
opinion of masses are suitable ways for researching value.
Utilisation of premises can be understood through the users’ functions – tasks that premises are for. The
mechanism, how the features of premises affect to users’ functions, can be understood through Kano’s (1984)
categorisation. There are three main categories of products features: must-be, one-dimensional and attractive. All of
them play their own part in the value generation of products and each of them has its own characteristic behaviour in
relation to customer satisfaction (Kano et al., 1984; Berger et al., 1993).
Customer satisfaction can be used as a vital meter when researching the value of products if it is connected to
the recommendation behaviour of customers (Reichheld, 2006; Kähkönen & Savolainen, 2013). Thus the surveying
of customer satisfaction is important, but it is also important to observe the actual behaviour of users. Indeed, Zeisel
(2006) emphasises that “the better information designers have about how the people they design for behave in
physical settings and how those people relate to or exclude other people, the better they can control the behavioural
side effects of the design decisions they make.”
Pursuing the value maximisation may be also seen as a matter of pursuing for quality, at least if the Juran’s dual
definition, which is generally accepted, is used, i.e. quality means (i) a product’s features that meet customer needs
and (ii) freedom from deficiencies (Godfrey & Juran, 1998). The selected combination of features may be seen as a
plan to deliver value and the rate of “freedom from deficiencies” may be seen as success rates in the actualisation of
plans.
Delivering quality is not a task that is inevitably accomplished. Over the past decades, various attempts have
resulted in several systematic methods that make value creation more understandable. The best known methods may
be the Quality Function Deployment (Akao, 1990) and Taguchi methods (Taguchi, 1986). Therein, product
development is divided into three phases that are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1. Three phases in product development and building project development.
Quality Function Deployment (QFD) (Akao,
1990)
Taguchi methods (Taguchi, 1986) Phase in building project development
(applying Smith 1998)
Developing the quality plan and the quality
design
System design Feasibility studies
Detailed design and preproduction
(Subsystem deployment)
Parameter design Design
Process deployment Tolerance design Tendering process/ Contract/ Procurement
Production/Implementation
The common feature in the QFD method, the Taguchi method and the building project phases is the
determination of ways of client value generation in the first phase, followed by the design phase. This task can also
be seen as understanding the functionality from the clients’ point of view. Thereafter, the concepts start to differ
from each other. With the QFD and Taguchi methods, the next phase is to determine parameters to provide
functionality or technical characteristics to get products work in ways that clients want.
In building projects, the third phase involves the tendering process that results in contractor selection. In
reality,  this  kind  of  phasing  can  lead  to  a  situation  where  the  design  task  is  seen  as  a  subtask  for  the  procurement
task, i.e. the most important objective of the design phase is to produce technical attachments for requests-of-tender.
In such situations, the focus is shifting away from the functionality of products toward the ability to produce them.
Moreover, this phenomenon is intensified when the process goes on. Feedback from design work comes from a
contractor which mainly evaluates the easiness to implement and gives improvement suggestions based on cost
efficiency.
It is herein perceived that it is urgent to avoid such shifts of focus and instead to re-connect the voice of
customer to design activities. In the process demonstrations of this study, the re-connection was established by the
two distinct concepts, i.e. co-creation and continuous improvement. Co-creation is a new way of viewing customer
relationships. In the traditional thinking, value is created into products by companies and customers must either be
satisfied with what they get or decide not to buy the products in question. In the co-creative working, the idea is to
exploit the client knowhow of utilisation of products by developing ways of interaction between a firm and its
clients. There are four cornerstones that are used in understanding the role of interaction: dialogue, access, risk
assessment and transparency (often referred to as DART) (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). The concept of
continuous improvement is one of the fundaments in delivering quality (Deming, 1986; Godfrey & Juran, 1998).
The concept may be applied by using Shewhard’s (1939) cycle: Plan - Do - Check – Act (PDCA), recommended by
Deming (1986).
3. Organising process demonstrations
The process demonstrations were carried out as part of the four small scale campus retrofit projects in 2014.
The scope of each project was to improve either the single space or a couple of the connected spaces that formed the
area of around 300 – 400 square meters. The brief descriptions of Projects 1-4 are compiled in Table 2.
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Table 2: Process demonstration projects of University Properties of Finland (UPF) Ltd in 2014. (Key: The feasibility study phase was replaced
with the co-creation phase. In some projects, the PM process was improved by using the Plan – Do – Check – Act inspired phasing in the
schedule of the meetings. In Projects 2-4, the action researcher was positioned as the design coordinator or the project manager in the improved
phases, marked with the bolded text.
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The co-creation was applied by organizing the various workshops in the beginning of each project. The role of
the co-creation varied from the few hours check-up meeting to the charrette, which is intensely focused, multi-day
session that uses a collaborative approach in order to create realistic and achievable designs that work (Lindsey,
2009). In every process demonstration, the focus was set on the collaborative value creation with the users during
the early stages. This focus shift deliberately separated the cost issues away from the value creation dialogues. The
cost calculations were made and dealt with after the value creation dialogue.
The detailed design phase was implemented either by the traditional ways or by using the improved process that
was planned to use PDCA phasing (Fig. 1). The traditional PM was seen to be a process where the project manager
gives the designing task in the first design meeting and follows the actualisation rates in the following meetings. The
main difference is between only one (design) meeting as part of the traditional PM process and several meeting
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Fig. 1. Plan – Do – Check – Act  (PDCA) cycle applied to the interaction phasing in building projects.
The purpose of this interaction division was to determine the two aspects for each meeting as follows:
x What is the perspective of this this meeting? Are we discussing about the planning of the premises, the
implementation of designs, the budget and the schedule or the corrective actions, or all of them?
x Who should assume the primary roles during the discussion in this meeting? Who should be present?
The Plan interaction was a dialogue where the main questions were “How are the premises used?” and “How
should the premises perform?” The Do interaction was a dialogue between the designers and the implementers
where the main questions were “How should the required performance be delivered?” and “What is the most cost
effective way to implement it?” The Check interaction was a dialogue between the implementers and the owner
where the main questions were “Does the value stem with the cost?” and “Can the project of this scope be
financed?” The Act interaction was a dialogue between the owner and the users where the main question was “How
should the project be modified, if the scope suggested is not affordable?” In this way, the downshifting of the project
was done by those who have to live with the decisions made.
4. Method to measure improvement in utilisation
The idea behind evidence based design is that designers have a database consisting of proven design solutions.
The assessment of performance of different design solutions is carried out via observations on the real use of
premises as the source for proven solutions. Such a fairly detailed functional evaluation could not be conducted
based only on the surveying of customer satisfaction.
In this study, the pre-occupancy and post-occupancy evaluations were conducted in order to estimate the impact
of the designs on the environmental behaviour and usability of the spaces. The observational data were collected
through the indoor climate conditions (carbon dioxide and temperature) metering, the time-lapse recordings and the
on-line satisfaction survey. The idea is to get a comprehensive view on the usability of the observed space.
The indoor climate conditions were inspected to make sure that that there was no obvious but invisible reasons
that would have negative effects to the usability. The role of the time-lapse observations was to observe the
predicted use of the space. For the quantification, the time-lapse recordings were observed and systematically coded
with the pre-coded checklists of the use with the two main categories “work” and “leisure” and the categories of
“characteristics of participants” (alone, in pairs or in groups) together with the time frames of the uses. The
observations provided the researchers with the replies to the following questions “What kinds of actions happen?“,
“How is the space used?” and “How do people interact in and together at the space?”
The role of the on-line satisfaction survey was to facilitate the channel for the users to express something
unexpected information. The data was collected by using the QR-code posters. The users could give the feedback
with their smartphones by simply snapping the link from the QR-code poster, voting plus (+) or minus (–) and
possibly giving the explanatory text feedback. The votes were given for the question “Would you recommend this
space for studying?”
The fourth data type of this study was the project documentation. The data consist of the minutes of the
meetings, the design drawings, the financial data and the schedules. The project data was gathered from many
locations, such as the network drives, the project databanks and the cloud drive. The cloud service was selected for
the data storage to enable the access to the data for the researchers also in future research projects. The data covers
the demo projects that UPF has carried out in 2012-2014. This data can be re-utilised in future research (mainly for
the examination of learning environments), the planning of new projects, the development of projects, etc.
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5. Discussion
In the paper, only the preliminary findings are reported upon. However, the improved process has already
resulted in some promising findings as follows. The co-creation phase has improved the mutual trust among the
parties of the project. The cost estimates in the end of co-creation phases did help to begin the prioritization dialogue
between the users and the owners. The prioritization enabled the designers and the implementers to come up with
the suggestions for the cost savings. Without the prioritization, the cost saving suggestions would have been
probably more or less blind vis-à-vis the users’ ability to utilise premises. Thus, the continuous improvement had
been enabled.
One of the key observations addressed the development of the end users’ understanding. The knowledge about
how they may and will use the premises actually increased a lot during the project. In principle, premises
improvement is only a part of a greater project and when the focus is set on this scale, it  becomes much easier to
understand how users view a situation, i.e. premises improvement projects should provide stakeholders with data on
future premises for business improvement projects. Thus, it is not relevant to think that all information for a design
process would be available at once in the beginning of a project.
Probably the most significant finding was the observation on the progress in the users’ understanding in the
beginning of the project. In principle, users cannot have ready-to-use consensus in the beginning of a project so that
this consensus could be used as initial information for design work. Consensus may be reached by a well facilitated
co-creation workshop. Moreover, the meaning of the workshop is to guarantee equal voice for each stakeholder so
that true mutual understanding is achieved. On the contrary, if a workshop is not deliberately pursued, the strongest
voice takes over others and obviously a bias situation is prevailing between stakeholders.
In many projects, the finding of true mutual understanding between stakeholders may be an extremely complex
task because many stakeholders may belong both to a customer’s side and a producer’s side around a table.
Moreover, stakeholders in both sides may be arranged by hierarchies where some stakeholders have more power
than others. If a project organisation is satisfied with a situation where the executives of both sides find mutual
understanding and sign an agreement, then executives have been heard. But there are no means to guarantee that
premises will be designed by using best knowhow about utilisation. Mutual understanding must be found between
different user perspectives before an agreement between a customer and a producer is signed. Multiple relevant user
perspectives may come from the different functions of all departments or from different tasks across all hierarchy
levels within organisations.
All this communication between users may appear as irrelevant disinformation from the perspective of building
and design organisations. Discussions take time and sometimes have only a small effect on final designs.
Furthermore, discussions can complicate PM as power over design decisions is shifted from a design organisation to
a  user  organisation.  For  some managers,  it  may be  difficult  to  see  the  pros  of  new practices  when the  cons  are  so
imminent and, thus, they resist such changes. In order to overcome such barriers, the benefits of enhancing customer
experience should be put forth at operational levels.
6. Conclusion
Even the preliminary findings of this study highlight a need for a democratic method to provide all stakeholders
with possibilities to be heard from every angle. Furthermore, it is of importance that different perspectives are
brought on a joint table so that that each project partner can understand pros and cons for certain approvals and/or
particular disregards. Within a process, each different view is to be treated equally, i.e. for reaching a balance of
different ways to utilise premises.
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It is posited that the balance of premises’ utilisation is a novel perspective in the area of feasibility studies. This
part of feasibility studies is herein called a Balanced Concept of Utilisation (BCU). The BCU is an agreement where
multiple user parties recognise how utility is gained from premises by different tasks and functions, and how these
tasks and functions are prioritised.
The BCU enables the gaining of benefits from the process enhanced with the continuous improvement phasing.
When a BCU is formed and approved, it is easier for designers to understand users’ perspective as an entity. This
produces the perspective of usability alongside with the perspective of ability to build, which is of particular
importance when interaction between designers and implementers begins. A BCU is a document that should be
reviewed along cost estimates and schedules. It is important to understand how the ability to utilise is affected if
costs need to be cut and what an effect is on a balance between different functions. Such an analysis provides
decision makers with relevant information concerning the next phases of projects at hand.
The utilisation of BCUs in PM opens up a plenty of topics for further research in terms of key questions like
“How to determine technical parameters for a product by utilising a BCU?”, “How to design utility metering based
on  a  BCU  and  how  to  combine  that  information  with  evidence  based  design?”,  “How  should  a  BCU  influence  a
supervision task in a building phase?”, “How to design tolerances by utilising a BCU?” and “How should additional
information gained during a project influence to a BCU?”
All these topics are related to the dual definition of quality as a product’s features that meet customer needs and
freedom from deficiencies (Godfrey & Juran, 1998). When a BCU determines the functions and tasks that users
want to accomplish, the quality of premises should be determined by how well users may accomplish each task and
function. All other measures such as customer satisfaction or project delivery on time should be seen as sub-targets
of this main target. It is argued that all other ways leads to partial optimisation. This means that the construction
industry should review the responsibilities of each party and investigate the new forms of co-operation, because it is
perceived to be unlikely that a contractor, a consultant, a designer or even a real estate owner single-handedly shifts
its focus on the suggested scale.
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Case Study: Developing Campus Spaces Through Co-Creation
Higher education institutions are designed to support their core processes −
learning, teaching, research and societal impact. In order for university facilities
to support these activities, it is crucial to determine together with the users what
these activities are and how they are supposed to be developed in the future. This
article examines the relationship between user needs and the service level in
construction projects through a case study where a university cafeteria was
renovated using a participatory design method called charrette. The aim of this
case study was to study the effects of collaborative ways of working when
applied to a space retrofit project, and how the co-created ideas are actualized
during the project. Based on video observation, project document analysis, and
survey questionnaires this research shows that participatory design duly provides
a positive impact on the resulting premises, even though every part of the project
may not be successful. However, the use of participatory design during the
concept design phase does not necessarily guarantee success. The
accomplishments can be undone in the later phases of the project if collaboration
is not extended through the entire project. Further, the findings of this case study
revealed a framework of user needs that can be used in design management in
order to enhance the user perspective.
Keywords: co-creation; collaborative design; learning space; value-in-use;
campus retrofit; charrette
Introduction
The transition from transaction-oriented management to relationship-oriented
management (Grönroos, 1996) and the adoption of service-dominant logic (Vargo &
Lusch, 2004) have been seen as the major components of competitiveness in modern
service economies. Both of these concepts emphasize the value production of total
service offerings and encourage a focus on firms’ capacity to improve customers’
performance instead of the product itself.
However, in the field of built environment, it is not unusual that the focus is very
much on the property and the product instead of on the effect on user operations. This
may lead to a situation of sub-optimization where the building cost is optimized while
the increase in the operating costs leads to increasing total cost.  For example, Aalto &
Saari (2008) have reported a case study involving meal logistics in a sheltered house for
elderly people where the lowest construction cost would have led to 17% higher total
costs than the optimal solution.
Despite the potential savings in total cost, in some cases the importance of user
collaboration is neglected. Jensen (2009) has noted that facilities managers, who are
responsible for service for the users of their facilities and who should have a
comprehensive picture of the cost effects, are not treated as equal dialogue partners in
the design process. It is conceivable that the customer value of building projects could
be significantly increased if the user perspective were treated equally in the design and
construction processes. The competitive advantages of this kind of value co-creation
have been reported in many other industries (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004), so it can
be predicted that benefits can be found when it is applied in building projects. However,
it seems that the evidence of these benefits is difficult to verify, even though there has
been plenty of time and effort spent trying. Co-creation has been applied in architectural
design since at least the 1970s in the form of participatory design (Lindahl, 2004).
The effects of cooperation and collaboration in design processes have been
investigated in many cross-sectional studies. There is a great deal of research that
focuses on only one particular phase of projects, such as the design phase (Hansen,
2008) or the handover phase (Piroozfar, Adeyeye, Rosenkind, & Winstanley, 2013). In
addition, in many cases, interactions in the processes are studied separately. The
research seems to concentrate on the customer relationship (e.g., Siva & London, 2011)
or the relationship between designers and project team members (e.g., Mäki, 2015). And
yet, there are studies concerning how projects meet their objectives (e.g., Stringer,
Dunne, & Boussabaine, 2012). But, as the example of the meal logistics case (Aalto &
Saari, 2008) reveals, narrow inspection of benefits may lead to malicious sub-
optimization of cost. Therefore, we suggest that it is important to report longitudinal
case studies of building projects that may present a more holistic assessment of benefits
gained from collaboration.
In this study, a lunch restaurant at the university campus was renovated and
converted into a new learning space using a participatory design method called
charrette. Learning spaces are considered to be complex webs of different factors –
physical, social, virtual, cultural, temporal, and psychological (e.g., UNESCO, 2012).
As a consequence, in recent years, the concept of learning spaces/environments has
been approached in more holistic way in order to describe the totality of the factors
influencing the learning situation (e.g., Barrett, Zhang, Davies, & Barrett, 2015; Barrett,
Zhang, Moffat, & Kobbacy, 2013; UNESCO, 2012). The aim of this case study was to
construct a holistic understanding of the benefits of collaborative working in relation to
quality assurance of the final product by examining the participatory design process,
observing space usage, and surveying user-experiences.
The project was studied from the concept design phase until the premises had been
used for six months. This created the possibility to better understand the effects of co-
creation and collaborative design when applied to a space retrofit project as well as how
the co-created concept of utilization has been actualized in the project. The research
team observed and participated in the design sessions and meetings during the concept
design and technical design phases. The construction phase was documented by official
minutes of site meetings, and the beginning of use was documented by two separate
observation periods and questionnaire surveys. The research questions are:
(1) How are the requirements for a space created through a co-creation process?
(2) How does the final product meet the users’ needs that were conceptualized
during the charrette?
(3) How did the service process answer the requirements of the end user?
Developing Service Process as a Part of the Project Management Process
Managing construction processes efficiently is one thing, and developing purposeful
service processes to complement value creation is another. Both require cooperation and
communication, but the focus is different. The differentiation of the focus may be
examined through the concept of value.
In economics, it is supposed that every stakeholder aims to maximize utility, and
thus value is understood as someone’s ability to utilize a product or service. What
distinguishes a service from a product is that a service is something consumed
immediately when it is used (Begg, Fischer, & Dornbusch, 2008). However, in the
construction industry, it is not always clear whether the industry is dealing with services
or products. New or renovated spaces are obviously products, but the construction
industry is sometimes referred to as construction services. A reinforced concrete
foundation cannot be consumed while it is being cast, but the project team produces an
abundance of information that the customer may utilize during the design and
construction process. In sum, one can recognize the characteristics of a service.
Vargo and Lusch (2004) blur the distinction between a product and a service. In
their service-dominant logic concept, they argue that the basic purpose of both services
and products is to transfer skills and competencies from one person or group to another.
Products are appliances that provide service to the customer; additionally, if the service
is to be delivered, the user must not only be able to buy the product but must also learn
how to use it. Therefore, they suggest that the customer is always a co-producer of a
product. Service-dominant logic (Vargo & Lusch, 2004) is based on the paradigm of
relationship marketing (Grönroos, 1994), which emphasizes that creating and
maintaining the relationship with the customer is far better marketing than concentrating
on sales and transactions. In the relationship marketing vision, most employees work as
“part-time marketers” because they are responsible for direct customer contacts or value
delivery (Grönroos, 1994).
Prahalad & Ramaswamy (2004) used the term co-creation in reference to such
business activity that combines co-produced value and enhanced service. The concept
of co-creation emphasizes the role of co-creation experiences that are delivered using
partner networks and multiple channels of communication. The aspect of transparency
also has a dominant role as the customer should become as equal a partner as possible in
value creation (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004.) In co-creation processes, the service
provider party takes an active role and engages the customer in order to find
opportunities to co-create value-in-use (Grönroos & Voima, 2013).
The concept of co-creation has been used in construction for decades in the form
of participatory design. However, the clear, positive impact of co-creation in building
design is not self-evident. Lindahl (2004) noted that, albeit that user participation has
been used at least since the 1970s to create more user-friendly work spaces, its effects
on organizational performance are not clear. It is important to consider whether user-
centric architectural design is just comfortable or whether it is also beneficial in the
economic sense.
In essence, co-creation or participatory design (PD) is just another
conceptualization of the benefits of collaborative ways of working. There are also other
concepts, such as concurrent engineering (CE), the purpose of which is to combat the
inefficiency caused by the fragmentation of the construction industry (Kamara,
Anumba, & Evbuomwan, 2001; Love & Gunasekaran, 1997). Further, integrated design
(ID) is widely used to describe collaborative design work using building information
models (BIM) (Rekola, Kojima, & Mäkeläinen, 2010). It seems that all three of these
terms are used to describe how collaboration can bring advantages to design practices.
So, in that sense, it is understandable that they all are seen as synonyms of collaborative
design. For example, collaborative design is sometimes used to describe working with
shared design tools like BIM (Plume & Mitchell, 2007; Oh, Lee, Hong, & Jeong, 2015)
and sometimes as a synonym for participatory design, where the role of different
stakeholders, especially users, is embraced (Elf, Fröst, Lindahl, & Wijk, 2015).
Despite the similarities, some differences can be recognized in the objectives of
the concepts. As described above, participatory design aims to provide construction
professionals with a comprehensive picture of user utilization so they can better
understand their mission. Thus, the primary objective of PD could be seen as
maximizing value-in-use. That assumption is also supported by Kpamma, Adjei-Kumi,
Ayarkwa, and Adinyira (2016).
By contrast, concurrent engineering is targeted more towards cost efficiency.
Love and Gunasekaran (1997) suggested that the mechanism that improves performance
in CE is the elimination of non-value-adding activities, with the help of
multidisciplinary team. Kamara, Anumba, & Evbuomwan (2001) described CE as
practices of cohesive design processes, where cooperation between designers and
manufacturers is enhanced, which pursue higher customer satisfaction by reducing costs
and improving quality. Even though improving quality is stated as a partial target of CE,
that is not the same as improving value. The definition of quality from Juran and
Godfrey (1998) may be used to clarify the difference between these two concepts.  They
wrote that quality may have many meanings, but only two of them are of critical
importance. One is that quality means those features of a product which meet
customers’ needs, and the other is freedom from deficiencies. In that sense, it can be
seen that PD pursues improved quality via a better understanding of customer needs. It
can be seen as a process for selecting features for the list of requirements because extra
effort is invested in creative dialogue with customers. In CE, extra effort is put into the
collaboration between designers and manufacturers, so the quality-improving activity is
more like finding suitable ways to provide features on the fixed list of requirements.
This can be understood as the task of finding cost-efficient ways to provide some fixed
functionality with minimum deficiencies, whereas PD tries to discover new
functionalities.
Integrated design (ID) as a term has a slightly different connotation than
participatory design (PD) or concurrent engineering (CE). Both PD and CE give the
impression that designers are collaborating with other stakeholders, but ID gives the
impression that the designers are in intense collaboration with one another. It is
understandable that the appearance of ICT tools like BIM have required new working
procedures; however, it seems that on some occasions (Sebastian, 2010; Rekola,
Kojima, & Mäkeläinen, 2010) the term ID is used primary because of BIM and only
secondarily because of integration. However, deepening collaboration between
designers could have deeper implications than merely working with the same
information model and finding clashes between ventilation ducts and pipelines. That
kind of checking activity could be seen more as a cooperative act than as true
collaboration. Kvan (2000) suggested that, in collaborative design, the relationship is
more durable and pervasive than cooperation. In collaboration, individual experts
should have a higher sense of working together – of a common mission with common
problems to solve.
However, whether the design team is using BIM for clash checks or truly
working as a collaborative team, ID is supposed to improve design quality. Emmitt and
Ruikar (2013) noted that design quality is a subjective value and not easy to measure
objectively. If both natures of quality are examined, it can be seen that although the
selection of features may be very subjective, freedom from deficiencies is much more
objective. When considering the distinctions between PD, CE, and ID, it can be
observed that selecting the features that fulfil customers’ needs is primarily related to
PD. CE, on the other hand, is dedicated to reducing cost without causing deficiencies.
To avoid the overlap between these concepts, ID should be seen as a supplement to the
other two. Therefore, it should have an objective that is different from but still related to
the objectives of PD and CE. To elaborate this, it is useful to examine the output of ID –
designs in the form of either drawings or BIM. The output can be recognized as mere
information. Any tangible product, such as a drawing, can be seen as a mere container
of the actual product – the information.
Rooke, Sapountzis, Koskela, Codinhoto, and Kagioglou (2010) have developed
a concept of lean knowledge management that can be applied to the examination of the
management aspect of design. They defined lean knowledge management as getting the
right information in the right form to the right people at the right time. Getting
everything right can be seen as closely related to avoiding deficiencies. The managerial
aspects of “right time” and “right people” are obvious, but the characteristics of “right
information” and “right form” could be analyzed a bit further. If the mission of ID is
seen as “building information models without deficiencies,” the design team must first
of all understand the information they are receiving Then, they must check whether the
technical solutions they are suggesting actually meet the needs of customers and, in
addition, actually provide such information to customers as can be useful in decision-
making. These tasks necessitate constant dialogue with customers. So, even though the
actual job of the designer may be to build the information model, designers must also
work as “part-time marketers” (Grönroos, 1994) of their disciplines. In addition, they
have to work as part-time marketers in their dealings with construction companies to
make sure that the information is flawless with respect to buildability and cost
optimization. Further, the information must be complete and in an understandable form.
Therefore, we suggest that the objective of ID should be understood as accuracy
of the information in relation to 1) how solutions meet customer needs and 2) how total
costs are optimized. Figure 1 illustrates how PD, CE, and ID complement one another.
We suggest that an understanding the relations between and different objectives of these
three facilitates their use as managerial devices.
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Space Solutions for a New Learning Paradigm
Higher education institutions are designed to support the core processes of higher
education – learning, teaching, research, and societal impact. In order for university
facilities to support these activities, they should be seen as service platforms offering
various services to their users. Therefore, it is crucial to determine, together with the
users, the nature of these activities today, how they are expected to develop in the
future, and how spatial solutions can support them.
Recent understanding of the learning process and the effects of economic and
societal forces on it as well as the proliferation of ICT are forcing educational
institutions to develop their culture, pedagogy, and, increasingly, the physical
surroundings of learning. Universities and other institutions of higher learning play an
important role in building knowledge-based economies (Salem, 2014) that are based on
the production, distribution, application, and use of knowledge (OECD, 1995).
Knowledge is characterized as being interdisciplinary and as being generated by groups
that are composed to solve designated problems (Gilbert, 2005). Universities are called
upon to offer entirely new ways of understanding the super-complex world (Barnett,
2000) and to encourage students to partake in lifelong learning (Prokou, 2008). This
requires the integration of theoretical and practical knowledge, development of skills
and competencies, and the ability of individuals to reflect on their own practice
(Tynjälä, 1999).
For educational organizations, this means combining informal and formal
learning, learning across time and locations, and the use of various pedagogies and
multiple devices (Sharples et al., 2013; Wong & Looi, 2012). More and more
recognition is also given to the social aspects of learning, students’ own agency, and
collaborative knowledge creation (e.g., Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 2000; Lee &
Schottenfeld, 2014). Further, social relations have been identified as factors affecting
student engagement (e.g., Kahu, 2013) and place attachment or “sense of belonging” to
the university, which correlates, for example, with students’ intrinsic motivation for
academic study (Freeman, Anderman, & Jensen, 2007). While the aims of higher
education seem to highlight the importance of collaboration and cooperation between
disciplines, between students, and between students and teachers, students still work
mainly individually and are encouraged simply to memorize and repeat the knowledge
they have acquired instead of creating it with others. Further, many university facilities,
such as lecture halls and auditoriums, are designed to support teacher-centered frontal
instruction and lack opportunities for other forms of interaction.
It is commonly agreed that the physical environment influences how people feel,
hear, see, and interact with one another, and that these factors, in turn, have an influence
on the individual’s cognition and affective performance (Jensen, 2005). In learning
space design literature, more and more consideration is given to human factors, such as
comfort and well-being in terms of affective and environmental factors (e.g., Jamieson,
Fischer, Gilding, Taylor, & Trevitt, 2000; Prue, 2003; Oblinger, 2005; Radcliffe,
Wilson, Powell, & Tibbets, 2008). Discomfort, for example, is usually not determined
by a single factor but is instead an integration of various physiological and
psychological factors (Cao et al., 2012).
Further, spatial design communicates meta-messages that influence how people
engage with one another and whether they are able to fully participate in activities
(Lippman, 2002; Lippman, 2013).  Therefore, it is crucial for campus developers to
understand how the principles of learning can guide space design (Jamieson, 2003).
Spaces that enhance collaboration and human interaction rarely support focused work
and vice versa. In consequence, questions of how interaction and participation might be
supported through spatial design become essential when designing spaces for learning.
Space can also be seen as a vital tool for leaders pursuing organizational changes
(Höykinpuro & Ropo, 2014). Various studies suggest that, by transforming the spatial
environment, the operational culture of educational organizations is much more prompt
to change (Kallio, Kallio, & Blomberg, 2015; Kuuskorpi & González, 2011).  Yet,
spatial innovations are effective only when they are supported by the administrative
practices and development of operational culture (Harrison & Hutton, 2014). By
involving users in the design process, users become more aware of the existing and
alternative ways of performing, which may lead to a better understanding of the
learning spaces and their potential. Furthermore, such involvement helps users to
explicate the underlying ideology behind their ideas to the designer, which may help
designers to implement those ideas into the design. This calls for new practices and a
co-creation culture for real estate and construction clusters devoted to education in
which traditional spaces are becoming less meaningful and the importance of informal
learning spaces is increasing.
Research Method
A qualitative case study approach was chosen for this research because it allows the
study of complex contemporary phenomena within their real-life context using multiple
sources of evidence (Baxter & Jack, 2008; Yin, 2003).  During this case study, a 400 m2
location was redesigned at the Department of Music of the University of Jyväskylä to
better support the core activities of the institution. The timeline of the project is
illustrated in Figure 2. The project is divided into four phases: 1) visioning and concept
design, 2) technical design, 3) construction, and 4) premises in use. The first phase of
the project comprises the initial meetings between the key stakeholders and the
facilitation of the charrette. The second phase comprises the steering group and design
meetings. The third phase includes both construction and final planning culminating in
the handover, which starts the final phase of the location in use.
[Figure 2 near here]
The property owner, University Properties of Finland Ltd. (UPF), recognized that the
users’ know-how cannot be embedded into designs via traditional design methods. In
the traditional process of building, the parties are changed during different stages of the
design and construction process. Further, this case study was premised on evidence-
based design and previous demos UPF had carried out.
At the beginning of the project, a steering group that involved individuals
representing users, owners, facility management, research, and construction was
commissioned to ensure that the voice of the stakeholders was heard throughout the
project. The steering group coordinated the project and the participatory workshops. It
was also responsible for sharing information and was part of the decision-making
process throughout the steering group and construction meetings (see Figure 2).
Design can be seen as a tool for establishing shared vision and creating holistic
solutions (National Charrette Institute, 2011). Therefore, a facilitated participatory
workshop charrette method was chosen in order to build consensus among stakeholders
and to increase user involvement (Lindsey, Todd, Hayter, & Ellis, 2009). A charrette is
a collaborative planning and negotiation process during which various stakeholders
meet with designers to produce alternative solutions and coordinate them into a concrete
plan (Naaranoja, Ketola, & Niemi, 2015). A charrette involves participants engaging in
a co-design process that is highly structured and carefully facilitated (Lennertz &
Lutzenhiser, 2003). In this case study, approximately 50 individuals participated in a
five-day design workshop charrette to propose and analyze new spatial solutions for
higher education. The charrette was divided into two parts: two days in December and
three days in January.  Participants represented different user groups – students,
teachers, researchers, facility management, campus developers, and musicians. Also, an
architect and a design coordinator were involved in the co-creation process in order to
bring in facts and to offer options from the construction and design industries.
Additionally, professionals from different fields were invited to give inspirational
speeches, and visits were made to spaces significant to the design.
Co-creation consultants were responsible for the preparation and facilitation of
the charrette. They guided and focused the discussions, captured the main ideas, and
made sure that the details and the big picture were looked at concurrently. The charrette
workshops included lots of drawing to help illustrate the complexity of the problems,
and various creative tasks encouraged participants from different disciplines to abandon
their usual working patterns and to think outside the box. These tasks included various
discussions about and “hands-on” tasks (such as handicrafts with cardboard and paper)
illustrating proposed spatial solutions. All the workshops took place in the space for
which the plans were being made.
Data Collection and Analysis
Data were gathered systematically throughout the project. Data from the visioning and
concept design phase (i.e., the charrette materials) draw a picture of what was planned
together with the end-users. It comprises meeting memos, designs, expert-evaluations,
and summaries of discussions that offered user perspectives on space design. This
means segregation from traditional design practices (such as architects’ vision-based
design), thereby providing more possibilities for an authentic user-centered approach.
Materials from the technical design and construction phases comprise all the memos
from the project meetings, allowing us to follow the decision-making chain throughout
the project and to find connections between the design and the final product.
The space utilization was measured and qualitatively studied by video
observation of how space is actually being used. Also, the booking information of the
space was used. Video recordings were conducted twice during the project using time-
lapse cameras. A four-day recording was shot in the space to be renovated before
alterations, and a second video was shot six months after the implementation. During
the first six months of use, user experiences were gathered using a survey. The
survey included five open-ended questions regarding anticipated use of the space,
atmosphere, positive and negative aspects of the space, and other comments. Surveys
were placed in the renovated premises and were available to everyone entering the
space. A total of 54 users answered the survey (48 students, five staff members, and one
musician).
The charrette materials were analyzed using a predominantly inductive content
analysis (Thomas, 2006). From the data, meaningful analysis units were encoded to
discover the user needs. Coded data produced three main categories of user needs:
infrastructural, practical, and emotional. The same categories were used to analyze the
project documentation and user surveys. Video data was analyzed using observation.
The space was divided into three spatial areas: Club and Stage, Studio, and Showroom
(see Figure 3). The usage of the space was divided into three forms: quick visit (< 5
minutes), visit (< 30 minutes), and stay (> 30 minutes).  Also, the type of activity was
encoded (reading, working, singing, etc.).
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Results
Project Goals
At the beginning of the design process, it was decided that the new space would be an
informal 24/7 learning space for students and other user groups. The data analysis of the
charrette materials revealed four orientations that guided the entire design process:
future-, music-, research-, and academic-orientation. The aim was to create a space that
would support a culture of spontaneous experimentation and a new learning paradigm.
Since the facility is part of the Department of Music, it has to support the particular
needs of music education and partners outside the campus. Later, the central
stakeholders and users defined three more goals for the project: 1) increased use of
space, 2) sense of ownership, and 3) improved image of the discipline.
The space to be renovated used to function as a canteen. After the restaurant
activity was shifted to another location, the facility was left without a purpose, and the
anticipated utilization rate was low. Video analysis from the usage supported this
presumption. During the video recordings, the space was mainly used for passage to the
auditorium and quick visits to the coat rack. Only 19% of the visits were longer than
five minutes and 5% longer than 15 minutes. Therefore, the first goal of the renovation
project was to increase and diversify the space usage. In pursuit of a sense of ownership,
the co-creation charrette method was applied.
The Musica building is among the first buildings that can be seen when entering
the campus area from the city center. It is an important element that brands the whole
university and a convenient place to organize events. Although it is the main building of
the Department of Music, music was nowhere to be seen, heard, or sensed in any way.
Therefore, one goal for the project was to improve the image of the Department of
Music.
User Needs
The content analysis of user needs resulted in three main categories: infrastructural,
practical and emotional (Table 1). These categories are described below.
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Infrastructural
 In this study, infrastructural factors refer to the fundamental underlying systems and
services necessary for a built environment to function. Most of these factors stay hidden
during conceptual design, but they have an enormous effect on the usability of spaces.
Usually, infrastructural factors are the ones users do not want to think about and that are
discussed only when they do not work. During the charrette, users developed three
themes related to infrastructural factors: safety, facility management, and information
sharing.
As the space was supposed to be open 24/7, new means of ensuring security
were needed. Access control, increased security monitoring, and locking systems were
considered to ensure that only known users had access to the new facilities at night.
Principles of universal design, such as accessibility for people with disabilities and
equitability, were taken into account.
The new ways of doing things raised questions about how the facility should be
managed in the future. Documents included notions of cleaning, event arrangements,
booking systems, and maintenance. Information network connectivity was embraced. In
order for people to know what is happening in the space, a new display system with
audio speakers was requested. Further, some technical alterations were discussed, such
as renovating the ventilation system.
Practical
ractical factors refer to elements that are related to action. It comprises the key activities
of the organization – in this case, learning, teaching, and research. Practical factors
included the following themes: information sharing as tools for teaching, learning, and
creating music; new learning; new campus culture; and fit-out/lay-out.
Music learning practices include many practical elements. Therefore, users
highlighted that the technological equipment of the new learning space must support
playing, listening, creating, recording, podcasting, and storing music.  Possibilities for
performances were hoped for. Also, tools for sharing information inside and outside the
space were seen as important. Information screens for informing people outside about
the activities in the building were desired as well as tools and surfaces for receiving and
presenting information inside. Yet, there was no aim to create a high-tech learning
space. Instead, users wanted to have tools that are easy to use. For example, the
traditional bulletin board was seen as an important channel for informal communication
and should therefore be preserved.
Learning was seen as an interactive and manifold process that requires informal
spaces. New ways of learning were seen as multidisciplinary and collaborative as well
as individual and focused. This required a learning space that supports not only
individual and collaborative but also organized and self-regulated learning. In addition,
social gatherings and recreation were viewed as essential for academic learning.
New campus culture means activities and facilities that are not yet permanent
parts of the campus culture, such as pop-up lectures, DIY-projects, saunas, performing
stages, communal kitchens, or sleeping facilities. The idea of new campus culture was
to break boundaries between disciplines and people as well as to develop new ways of
working to prompt innovation and creativity among students and staff. The space was
seen as a way to combine various art forms and innovative working methods with the
traditional activities of higher education. All these requirements resulted in an idea of a
multi-purpose learning space that supports various learning situations and cultural
activities, especially musical performances. Dividing the space into several learning
areas was seen as a practical and natural solution. At the end of the design phase, the
architect completed the first draft drawing (Figure 2). In the drawing, the space is
divided into six smaller spaces, each with a different function and design concept:
Lobby, Club, Stage, Bar, Studio, and Showroom.
The idea of a multi-purpose learning space required special attention to acoustics
and movable walls. In addition, users wanted the possibility to manipulate the
environment in terms of sound-making elements and flexible furniture. Easy-to-move
furniture was seen as a way to increase the versatility of the space, and hence the
usability. Further, it was agreed that more flexible ways of managing the campus
facilities needed to be developed. For example: who can make reservations, or who is
responsible for opening and closing the separating walls?
Emotional
Emotional factors refer to experiences through senses. They comprise visual, auditory,
and tactile sensations, cognitive processes, and subjective experiences.  The image of
the new learning space was important from the beginning of the project. However, there
were some restrictions put on the wildest ideas due to requirements of the museum
authorities.
Users wanted the outside of the space to reflect the activities happening inside.
Music was emphasized as an emotional experience; it should be seen and heard. Music
was seen as a key to influencing people’s spirits. Users also wanted the interior design
to include references to music.
Possibilities for exhibiting the innovations and research results of the department
were seen as good ways to arouse people’s interest and curiosity. Users also wanted the
new space to develop a sense of belonging among its users, especially for students. The
new space was envisioned as a rendezvous location for the university, the city, and the
whole world – a space where everyone feels welcome and to which everyone has
access.
Varying Level of Service During the Project
During the concept design phase, there was genuine enthusiasm for the participatory
design. Sufficient dialogue was facilitated by the dedicated co-creator consultants in
multiple design workshops, the results of which were transparent to each stakeholder.
The results were presented to a wide public audience at an event, where the sketch
drawings and miniature clay model demonstrated the future vision, and tape strips and
pieces of cardboard demonstrated the modifications of the walls and other structures.
The feedback was collected in random conversation by the workshop facilitators, and
there were also flip charts for “wall writing.” After the workshops, a rough cost estimate
of possible modifications was delivered, and the first version of the concept was drafted.
The transition from the concept design phase to the technical design phase was
actuated by moving from the creative workshops to regular meetings and from the
creation of new elements to downsizing the scope of the project in order to remain
within the budget. The cost cuts were obligatory as the elaborated cost estimate had
revealed that the costs of the first version of the concept had almost doubled the budget.
In the downsizing process, the user needs were prioritized with respect to the
information gathered in the co-creation workshops. The guideline was that the stage
should be implemented as well as possible and that all necessary cost cuts should be
found elsewhere. This indicates that, at the beginning of this phase, there was still a
spirit of collaboration present, as special meetings were set up to have a dialogue about
how the customer would prefer to implement the cost cuts. Later, the discussion shifted
to more technical matters. The user representatives were still present at the meetings,
but their role was to comment on the technical solutions suggested by the designers and
engineers. The user perspective was taken into account, but they did not participate
much in the solution development. The way of working could be seen as having shifted
from participatory design to integrated design. BIM was not used in this project, but the
design team was solving problems in a collaborative manner.
Here are a couple of examples of the collaborative design decisions. During the
concept design phase, there was a notable need to get the club area to serve a lot more
people than before. Originally, the area was designed for 30–40 people, but in the new
plan, there would be about 100 people listening to music with the new movable wall
closed, so the service level of the ventilation needed to be scaled up. This was a difficult
task with a clear target for a mechanical engineer to solve in the technical design phase.
The first solution was to upgrade the ventilation system for the whole floor to a much
greater capacity, but that would have tripled the budget, so other options were needed.
The task was accomplished quite quickly by allowing users to adjust the ventilation
balance in a way that almost all of its capacity could be directed to one room. The cost
of this modification was approximately one tenth of the first proposed solution. This
solution was not considered to be foolproof, so the correct practices for using the
premises needed to be discussed with the user representatives and the other designers.
After the risks were discussed with the users, the solution was considered to be suitable
even if there was some minor risk of misusing the ventilation.
Most of the matters taken up in the steering group and design meetings were
related to infrastructural requirements such as the ventilation system, restrooms, access
control, and fire alarms. However, there were some statements regarding users’
practical needs, such as following up on audio-visual equipment procurements and
instructions concerning the hypothetical use of artificial smoke effects (would they be
allowed due to fire alarm functions). In a few cases, some emotional needs were also
recognized. There was a statement in the documents about the acoustical curtains: they
should be made of a good quality fabric so that the acoustical function would be
fulfilled. Also, in one case, the lack of emotional and practical need was recognized, as
it was decided that the kitchen equipment would be minimized because none of the user
groups saw the need for better equipment.
The technical design was accomplished on schedule, and after that, the
contractor was selected. As soon as the technical design phase was over, the design
coordinator was left out of the project. Only afterwards was it recognized that this
person was the last active party involved in the project who had actively participated
from the beginning (Figure 4). After this, the service level dropped dramatically, as
described below.
[Figure 4 near here]
During the construction phase, the project team’s attention was mainly focused on the
question of “how to build” instead of “how will this be used.” This was necessary in
order to keep up with the schedule and budget, but it may have led to some hasty
decisions. One example of this kind of situation was the way the wire installations for
the outdoor speakers were handled. During the concept design phase, the users
expressed that music heard outside the building would be an important part of the new
image. When the users inquired about the wire installations during the construction
phase, the project team stated that they would look into it. In the next meeting, they
stated that there would be no wire installations for the outdoor speakers. Nearly the
same thing occurred in the case of the acoustical curtains. Both of these elements were
designed when the construction contract was made, but neither of them was installed by
the time of the handover. Both of them were installed afterwards. According to these
examples, it seemed to be quite random which of the features mainly related to
emotional needs would remain throughout the project. In many projects, the designers
and engineers gather at the site to solve emerging problems. In this case, there is no
documentation about such activity, so the service has not been at the level of concurrent
engineering. The cost savings were not executed with respect for maintaining the
designed quality.
Premises in Use
User experience survey responses indicate that there really was a need for a multi-
purpose learning space. A majority of the respondents (f=43, N=54) reported that they
would use the new space in the future. Reasons given for the use were related to the
location being near the library and the long opening hours. Also, emotional factors such
as the atmosphere and comfort provided reasons for using the space. Some respondents
specified that this new learning space was the only free and available space for students
and student organizations.
Inaccurate information concerning opening hours, the functions of the space,
and the booking system were noted. More information and terms of use were needed.
There was also confusion about the nature of the space. The concept of the space had
changed during the co-creation process from a living room to a club/café, and as a
consequence, some respondents were not pleased with the final outcome. In addition,
some respondents thought that the alterations were not big and bold enough.
The new space was seen as a functional and useful environment for creating new
cultural activities and organizing events as well as cross-disciplinary cooperative
learning and social gatherings. Respondents expressed that the new space was a
convenient place to study individually (supported by the acoustics of the Studio) as well
as in collaborative ways due to the choice of furniture (big round tables) and the
informal nature of the space. Yet, some respondents wished for clearer distinctions
between the focused work area and the collaborative work area. Sound systems and the
stage were seen as facilitators for musical performances and other organized events.
The new space was described mainly as peaceful, casual, and welcoming, but
also as uncomfortable or even depressing. There were opposite opinions related to color
choices and the usage of the existing furniture. During the first weeks of conducting the
user survey, the space had some unfinished elements, such as the Flotex carpet. These
unfinished parts received multiple negative comments. Some respondents were pleased
with the lounge corner and furniture similar to that used there – soft and comfortable
seats and colors were desired elsewhere in the space, too. The possibility of using
adjustable tables improved the ergonomics of the space. However, not all respondents
were even aware of this opportunity. Varied furniture, such as gym balls and bean bag
chairs, was hoped for to increase the ergonomics and comfort.
The actual use of the space is illustrated in Figure 5, where red areas represent
stays (> 30 min), green areas visits (15–30 min), and blue areas quick visits (< 15 min).
It can be seen that the passages to the auditorium, the kitchen, and the restroom are
working as they were planned. The Studio (above the middle) is mainly used for
focused work, as intended. The work in the Studio was mainly individual, but there
were also some group activities. In most cases, the user was a student working alone
with a laptop and listening to something. Also, the Club area (left side) was used mainly
for longer stays. The majority of these stays were group work situations or organized
events such as a movie night or social gathering. The stage was only used for presenting
movies and for one single performance. This indicated that the stage had not yet been
used for the activities it was designed for. The showroom was mainly used for passage
to the auditorium and the coat racks. The majority of the quick visits and visits involved
waiting and chatting. There were also some people who stayed in the space for a long
time due to the computers located near the entrance. Furthermore, the spaciousness of
the Showroom invited people to dance, play various instruments, and practice their
conducting skills. The usage of the premises increased and the activity diversified,
especially in the Studio and in the Club area, after the alterations.
[Figure 5 near here]
All in all, the new learning space has increased and diversified the usage of the
premises. The activities are manifold, and users think it supports their purposes.
However, the new creative campus culture that was envisioned during co-design was
not very strongly present in the video data, nor was the usage of the stage. The space
was mainly used for traditional academic activities. Despite this notion, the booking
information indicates that there is a wide array of diverse activities involving the stage,
such as seminars, parties, concerts, development days, and other theme days.
Conclusions and Discussion
The problem of understanding user requirements and transforming them into high-
quality designs is a universal one that many industries have struggled with. The findings
of this study provide a link between the users’ perspective and the project management.
While every discipline and educational level has its own unique characteristics, the
results we have presented can be used generally to improve the design of learning
spaces from the users’ point of view. The infrastructural-practical-emotional framework
can be used to improve the management of design and construction processes. The
framework highlights the user needs that are relevant to the users yet widely neglected
in the current practices of construction projects. The service level that fragmented
actions provide is not sufficient because it seems to only recognize the infrastructural
needs of the users. We suggest that the emotional and practical level of user needs could
be better understood when working in a collaborative manner. Therefore, in order to
really make spaces that meet the needs of users at all levels (emotional, practical and
infrastructural) and to increase the usability of new spaces, collaborative ways of
working are needed throughout the entire project.
Further, this case study shows that collaboration probably provides a positive
impact on the resulting premises, even though every single part of the project may not
be successful. For example, in this project, the communication between the steering
group and end-users was not entirely successful. Even though researchers actively
attempted to share information about the possibilities of the space and spurred users to
“own” the space, the purpose of the space remained unclear to users. It seemed that
users were struggling when there was no fixed function to the space. Without
appropriate guidance, creative campus culture was not developed even though users
perceived that the new space supported it. This indicates that more attention should be
paid to the handover phase and the guidance for using new premises.  In a building
project, it is quite often the contractor’s responsibility to provide instructions on how to
use all of the new equipment. Yet, according to our study, the contractor acts mainly on
the level of infrastructural needs – not the use of the premises. Our study supports the
notion that collaborative ways of working throughout the entire design process are
needed to ensure that all the levels of user needs are acknowledged.
Even though we consider participatory design a very high level of service, it is
not a concept without downsides. The active role of the owner seems to lead to
opportunities for co-creating value-in-use with users in the concept design phase.
However, this case shows that the use of participatory design in the concept design
phase does not necessarily guarantee success. The accomplishments can be undone in
the later phases of the project as the user-centered approach might be lost. In our case,
some features of the required quality were lost in the construction phase because the
decision-making and supervision were fragmented. There was no stakeholder in the
decision-making process of the construction phase who would have understood the
holistic approach of the required quality. The same could also have happened in the
technical design phase if the list of requirements that the participatory design had
produced had been misunderstood.
Another downside is that proper collaboration requires a lot of effort of both the
service provider and the customer. Participatory workshops and the meetings after that
take lot of time from both sides, and handling the vast amount of information that
participatory design produces requires a great deal of cognitive effort. Thus, we
recommend that if the collaborative design approach is pursued, it should be done with
a strategy that implies how to maintain collaboration at each phase of the project and
during phases when the customer has less to say.
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Table 1. Content analysis framework including the main categories and sub-categories
and their descriptions.









Safety Safety is guaranteed by an
appropriate access system;
accessibility for all
How can it be assured that
people cannot go upstairs or





systems that are needed in
the new space, such as a
booking system and
functional ventilation.
Easy to keep clean ( P)
Schedules and booking need
to be considered carefully. (E)
Information
sharing






A chance to connect with and












Info screens: for students, for
visitors, for people going out
(C)
Bring your own device or
technology into the space? (M)




learning music is very
practical
We can’t write our creations,
we need to play, record, and
listen. (M)




Learning space is open 24/7;
it is a center for social
interactions; it facilitates
relaxation
It is always accessible and







Categories Descriptions Examples from the documents
New culture
of activities
New campus culture breaks
boundaries between
disciplines
Exhibitions are done in
cooperation with other
faculties (art, history) and with









Stage can be oriented towards
Club or Studio, or both
simultaneously. It can also be
closed. (C)
Users can manipulate the
environment and the
phenomena in the space. (M)
Everyone should be able to







Image Image of the department of




Image of the university;
novel learning space for
students; has to fit the
context
Lobby is an abstract that gives
a promise of what one can
expect going further inside (S)
... space that tells what the
university is now (breaking
the old perceptions) (M)
This building is part of the
time-honored campus (M)
Comfort Comfort includes aesthetics
and acoustics, ergonomics,
and atmosphere
different spaces for different
moods (soundscape and
colors) (M)
Communality Communality is enhanced
through encounters of
people; the sense of
belonging
Easy to come in and meet
people (C)
Figure 1. The relationship between participatory design, concurrent engineering, and
integrated design in design and construction processes.
Figure 2. Timeline and phases of the co-creation process
Figure 3. The first draft from the architect
Figure 4. The participatory timeline. The chart shows that after the technical design
phase there was no active party left who was present when the concept was formed in
the co-creation workshops.
Figure 5. Usage of the new learning space. Blue areas represent quick visits, green
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ODQJXDJH ,Q WKH WHFKQLFDO GHVLJQ SKDVH WKH XVHU ZDV VWLOO UHSUHVHQWHG EXW WKH IRFXV LQ WKH
GRFXPHQWV ZDV VKLIWHG LQWR WKH DFFRPSOLVKPHQW RI WKH SURMHFW ,Q WKH FRQVWUXFWLRQ SKDVH
PHHWLQJV WKH XVHU UROH ZDV DEVHQW 7KH XVHU UROH ZDV UHHVWDEOLVKHG LPPHGLDWHO\ DIWHU WKH
FRQWUDFWKDQGRYHUZKHQWKHXVHUJURXSWRRNRYHUWKHSUHPLVHVDQGWKHRFFXSDWLRQEHJXQ
7KHVDWLVIDFWLRQVXUYH\ZDVLPSOHPHQWHGWZLFHLQWKHILUVWKDOI\HDURIRFFXSDWLRQ7KHVXUYH\
ZDVGHVLJQHGVRWKDWRQ WKHRQHVLGHWKHUHZHUHTXHVWLRQV WKDWHYDOXDWHGWKHSUHPLVHV¶ ILWQHVV
IRU WKHDFWLYLWLHV LWZDVGHVLJQHGIRUDQGRQWKHRWKHU VLGH WKHUHZHUHTXHVWLRQV WRDVVHVV WKH
VXFFHVV RI WKHGHVLJQ DQG LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ 7KDWZD\ LWZDV SRVVLEOH WR REVHUYHGLIIHUHQFHV LQ
VDWLVIDFWLRQ H[SUHVVLRQV EHWZHHQ WKH HYDOXDWLRQ EDVHG RQ DFWLYLWLHV XVHUV¶ ODQJXDJH DQG WKH
GHVLJQDQGLPSOHPHQWDWLRQTXDOLW\DVVHVVPHQWFRQVWUXFWLRQSURIHVVLRQDOV¶ODQJXDJH
7KH UHVHDUFK JDYH DQ LQWHUHVWLQJ LQVLJKW LQWR WKH IXQGDPHQWDO SUREOHPV RI FRPPXQLFDWLRQ
EHWZHHQ WKH SURIHVVLRQDOV RI WKH FRQVWUXFWLRQ LQGXVWU\ DQG UHDOHVWDWH PDQDJHPHQW DQG WKHLU





7KH ZD\V LQ ZKLFK H[SHUWV LQ WKH ILHOG RI UHDOHVWDWH SURMHFW GHYHORSPHQW XQGHUVWDQG
FRPPXQLFDWLRQ DQG ODQJXDJH DVD GLPHQVLRQ RI WKHLU SURIHVVLRQDO FRPSHWHQFH DUHTXHVWLRQV
EDUHO\ H[SORUHG ,Q RXU FXUUHQW NQRZOHGJHLQWHQVLYH DQG PHDQLQJEDVHG ZRUN FXOWXUH ZKHUH
VKDUHG XQGHUVWDQGLQJ EHFRPHV H[WUHPHO\ LPSRUWDQW ZRUN SURFHVVHV DUH IXQGDPHQWDOO\
FRPPXQLFDWLYH .RVWLDLQHQ  $ORQJVLGH WR FRQFUHWH PDWWHUV FRQVLGHULQJ WKH EXLOGLQJ
SURMHFWVH[SHUWVLQWKHILHOGRIUHDOHVWDWHSURMHFWGHYHORSPHQWPXVWEHFDSDEOHRIDEVWUDFWDQG
V\PEROLF WKLQNLQJZKHQ GRLQJ EXVLQHVV ZLWK YDULRXV FOLHQWHOH &RPPXQLFDWLRQ DQG ODQJXDJH
KDYH D YHU\ LPSRUWDQW UROH ZKHQ XVHUV HYDOXDWH DQG FRQVWUXFW WKHLU H[SHULHQFH RI EXLOW
HQYLURQPHQWVSDFHVDQGSODFHVHJ$LUR,QIRUPDWLRQKDVWREHVKDUHGIRUWKHEHQHILW
RI HYHU\RQH ZKR QHHGV WR H[SORLW WKDW LQIRUPDWLRQ LQ WKH XVHURUJDQL]DWLRQ ,QIRUPDWLRQ
PHGLDWLRQ DQG GHYHORSPHQW KDSSHQ LQ GLYHUVH LQWHUDFWLRQDO VLWXDWLRQV LQ ZKLFK DSSURSULDWH
FRPPXQLFDWLRQFRPSHWHQFHDQGXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIHDFKILHOGV¶SURIHVVLRQDOODQJXDJHLVQHHGHG
7KXVHYDOXDWLRQRISURIHVVLRQDOFRPSHWHQFHLVOHVVEDVHGRQHPSOR\HHV¶VWDWXVRUDFWLYLWLHVWKDQ
RQ WKHLU VNLOIXO H[SUHVVLRQ RI FRPSHWHQFH LQ YDULRXV FRQWH[WV 3URIHVVLRQDOV PXVW VSHDN RQ
EHKDOIRIWKHPVHOYHVDQGWKHUHVXOWVRIWKHLUZRUNZKLFKPD\EHYHU\DEVWUDFWLGHDVDVZHOODV
WKH FUHDWLRQ RI FRPPRQ NQRZOHGJH 7KH LPSUHVVLRQ RI DQ HPSOR\HH
V FRPSHWHQFH RU
LQFRPSHWHQFHLQWKHLUZRUN LV LQFUHDVLQJO\EDVHGRQLQWHUDFWLRQZLWKRWKHUV .RVWLDLQHQ
/DDMDODKWL
,QJHQHUDOFRPPXQLFDWLRQSURFHVVHVLQZRUNLQJOLIHFDQEHFRQVLGHUHGIURPWKHSRLQWRIYLHZ
RI LQIRUPDWLRQ H[FKDQJHRUPHDQLQJ VHH)UH\ HW DO  /LWWOHMRKQ 7KH
IRUPHU HPSKDVL]HV FRPPXQLFDWLRQ DV D WRRO IRU WUDQVIHUULQJ LQIRUPDWLRQ IURP RQH VRXUFH WR
DQRWKHU&RPPXQLFDWLRQLVVHHQDVLQWHQWLRQDOPHVVDJHSURGXFWLRQDQGLQIRUPDWLRQH[FKDQJH$
PHDQLQJEDVHGSHUVSHFWLYHRQWKHRWKHUKDQGHPSKDVL]HVUHFHSWLRQDQGLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ$V$LUR
  VWDWHV µWKH EXLOW HQYLURQPHQW LV DOZD\V WKH LQVWLWXWLRQDOLVHG REMHFW RI D VRFLDO
SURFHVV¶ 7KXV LQ WKH ILHOG RI UHDOHVWDWH SURMHFW GHYHORSPHQW WKH FRPPXQLFDWLRQ SURFHVV
VKRXOG SULPDULO\ EH VHHQ DV D UHFHLYHUFHQWUHG DQG DV XVHUFHQWUHG VHQVHPDNLQJ SURFHVV
1RZDGD\V LW LV H[WUHPHO\ LPSRUWDQW WR KDYH D SURIRXQG XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI WKH FRQQHFWLRQ




WDNLQJ D VWDQG YLHZLQJ DQG FRPSUHKHQGLQJ ZRUN DQG LQWHUSHUVRQDO UHODWLRQVKLSV WKHUH ,Q
UHODWLRQ WR LQWHUSHUVRQDO FRPPXQLFDWLRQ FRPSHWHQFH LW LV OHVV LPSRUWDQW WR GHILQH KRZ ZH




DUH WKLQJV WKDW SHRSOH DUH ZLOOLQJ WR VWDWH GLIIHUHQWO\ GHSHQGLQJ ZKHWKHU WKH\ DUH WDONLQJ
SULYDWHO\RULQSXEOLF7KHLUUHVHDUFKLVEDVHGRQSULYDWHFRQILGHQWLDOGLVFXVVLRQVDQGWKXVLWLV
VXSSRVHGWRJLYHTXLWHDQDFFXUDWHLPDJHRIWKHHVVHQFHRIWKHFOLHQW¶VUROH$ERXWWKHUROHWKH\
SRLQWRXW WKDW WKHFOLHQW VKRXOGQRWEHUHJDUGHGDV DXQLWDU\FRQFHSW(YHQWKRXJK WKHSURMHFW
ZRXOGEHRUJDQLVHGVRWKDWWKHUHLVRQO\RQHQRPLQDWHGFRQWDFWSHUVRQZKRFRPPXQLFDWHVZLWK
WKH FRQVWUXFWLRQ SURIHVVLRQDOV EHKLQG RI WKDW LV D FRPSOH[ V\VWHP RI LQWHUHVW JURXSV WKDW
VRPHWLPHV HYHQ FRPSHWH DJDLQVW HDFK RWKHU $V WKH FRQVWUXFWLRQ SURMHFW RUJDQLVDWLRQ LV
WHPSRUDU\PXOWLRUJDQLVDWLRQ 702 ZKLFKPHDQV WKDW WKHUH DUH ORWV RI SHRSOH IURPGLIIHUHQW
ILUPV WKDW DUH JDWKHUHG WRJHWKHU WR DFFRPSOLVK D SURMHFW ZLWKLQ D OLPLWHG WLPH SHULRG WKH
FRQVWUXFWLRQ SURIHVVLRQDOV KDYH YHU\ OLPLWHG WLPH DQG PHQWDO FDSDFLWLHV WR WDNH RYHU DOO WKH
FRPSOH[LWLHV RI WKH FOLHQW RUJDQLVDWLRQ 7KDW PDNHV WKHP LPSDWLHQW DQG YXOQHUDEOH WR
RYHUVLPSOLILFDWLRQV7KHLQYROYHPHQWRI WKHFOLHQWV\VWHPDQGLWV LQIOXHQFHZLWKLQWKH702LV
KLJK LQ WKH LQLWLDO SKDVHV 7KHUHDIWHU LQYROYHPHQW WHQGV WREH UHPLWWHG WR WKH ORZHU OHYHOV RI
KLHUDUFK\ZLWKLQ WKHFOLHQW V\VWHPZKLFKUHWUHDWV LQWR D UHDFWLYHPRGH6R LQPDQ\FDVHV WKH
REMHFWLYHVPD\EHLQLWLDOO\LQVXIILFLHQWO\XQGHUVWRRGEHFDXVHRIWKHRYHUVLPSOLILFDWLRQRIFOLHQW
RUJDQLVDWLRQ DQG QHHGV DQG WKH FOLHQW RUJDQLVDWLRQ LV QRW VXJJHVWHG WR FRUUHFWLQJ WKH
PLVXQGHUVWDQGLQJVDVWKH\DUHVXSSRVHGWREHLQDUHDFWLYHPRGH&KHUQVDQG%U\DQW
2IFRXUVHWKLVLVMXVWDJHQHUDOGHVFULSWLRQDQGWKHUHKDYHRFFXUUHGLQLWLDOVWREUHDNWKLVYLFLRXV
ORRS RI RYHUVLPSOLILFDWLRQ DQG UHDFWLYH PRGH /LQGDKO  IRU H[DPSOH KDV GHVFULEHG WKH
PHWKRG RI ZRUNSODFH GHVLJQ WKDW RULJLQDWHV IURP WKH V ,QLWLDOO\ WKH ZRUNSODFH GHVLJQ
PHDQW WKDW WKH DUFKLWHFW FRQFHQWUDWHG RQ HPSOR\HHV¶ SHUVSHFWLYH DQG WKH TXDOLW\ RI ZRUNLQJ
HQYLURQPHQW ZDV HPEUDFHG 7KH HPEUDFHPHQW RI WKH HPSOR\HHV¶ SHUVSHFWLYH OHDGV WR WKH
GHYHORSPHQW RI WKH SDUWLFLSDWRU\ GHVLJQPHWKRGV HVSHFLDOO\ LQ6FDQGLQDYLD%XW HYHQWKRXJK
WKH SDUWLFLSDWRU\ PHWKRGV GLG HQKDQFH WKH SRVVLELOLWLHV WR XQGHUVWDQG WKH FRPSOH[LW\ RI WKH
FOLHQW RUJDQLVDWLRQ VXFK HODERUDWH GHVLJQ KDV QRW QHFHVVDULO\ JXDUDQWHHG WKH SURPLVHG
LPSURYHPHQW LQWKHSHUIRUPDQFHRIZRUN2QWKHRWKHUKDQGVRPHZRUNSODFHVZLWKRXWSHUIHFW
ZRUNLQJ FRQGLWLRQV RU FDUHIXOO\ GHVLJQHG DHVWKHWLFV DUH UHFRJQL]HG DV ZHOO DFFHSWHG E\
HPSOR\HHVDQGHIIHFWLYHHQYLURQPHQWV+HQFH/LQGDKOVXJJHVWVWKDW³WKHUHLVDODFN
RI WHUPV WKDW IDFLOLWDWH D GLVFXVVLRQ RQZRUNVSDFHGHVLJQ DQGRUJDQLVDWLRQDO SHUIRUPDQFH´ ,Q
WKH UHVHDUFK WKHUHDUH LGHQWLILHG IRXU DVSHFWV WR FDWHJRUL]H WHUPLQRORJ\ DQG GLVFXVVLRQ:RUN
HQYLURQPHQWTXDOLWLHVKHDOWKDQGVDIHW\PHWDSKRULFDQGV\PEROLFTXDOLWLHVFRUSRUDWHLPDJH
G\QDPLF DQG FRQWH[WXDO LQWHUGHSHQGHQFH DFWLRQV RI WKH RUJDQLVDWLRQ DQG GHJUHH RI
SDUWLFLSDWLRQLQWKHGHVLJQSURFHVV/LQGDKO
7KHUHKDV HPHUJHG TXLWH VLJQLILFDQW LQWHUHVW LQPDQ\ LQGXVWULHV WRZDUGV FRRSHUDWLQJZLWK WKH
FXVWRPHU )RU H[DPSOH WKHVHUYLFH GRPLQDQW ORJLF WKDW VWDWHV WKDW ³FXVWRPHU LV DOZD\V D FR
SURGXFHU´ 9DUJR DQG /XVFK  KDV JDLQHG UHFRJQLWLRQ DV D NH\ PDUNHWLQJ FRQFHSW
*U|QURRV DQG 9RLPD  3UDKDODG DQG 5DPDVZDP\   WDNHV WKH OHYHO RI FR
RSHUDWLRQ D ELW IXUWKHU DV WKH\ HPEUDFH WKH VLJQLILFDQFH RI FRFUHDWLRQ DV D GULYLQJ IRUFH IRU
FRPSHWLWLYH DGYDQWDJH 7KH EDVLF GLVWLQFWLRQ LV WKDW 9DUJR DQG /XVFK  VXJJHVW WKDW
FXVWRPHU PD\ EH SDUW RI WKH YDOXH FUHDWLRQ SURFHVV LQ HYHU\ VWDJH RI WKH SURGXFWLRQ ZKHUHDV
3UDKDODGDQG5DPDVZDP\VXJJHVWWKDWSURGXFWLRQSURFHVVVKRXOGEHGHVLJQHGVR
WKDW LW LVDFWXDOO\D FKDLQRIYDOXHFRFUHDWLRQH[SHULHQFHV*U|QURRV DQG9RLPD SRLQWV




,QWKLV FDVHVWXG\ PSUHPLVHVZHUHUHWURILWWHGDW WKH8QLYHUVLW\RI -\YlVN\Ol )LQODQGWR
EHWWHU VXSSRUW WKH FRUH DFWLYLWLHV RI WKH RUJDQL]DWLRQ %HIRUH WKH SURMHFW WKHUH ZDV D TXLWH
SRSXODU OXQFKFDIpDWSUHPLVHVEXWWKHFDIpZDVPRYLQJWRDQRWKHUEXLOGLQJDWWKHFDPSXVVR
WKHUH ZHUH ZHOO NQRZ SUHPLVHV EHFRPLQJ YDFDQW $OO RWKHU SUHPLVHV LQ WKH EXLOGLQJ ZHUH
RFFXSLHG E\ WKH GHSDUWPHQW RI PXVLF VR LW ZDV GHFLGHG WR GHYHORS WKH SUHPLVHV WR VXSSRUW
OHDUQLQJSUHVHQWLQJDQGH[SORULQJPXVLF
,Q RXU UHVHDUFKFDVH WKHSURSHUW\RZQHU8QLYHUVLW\3URSHUWLHV RI)LQODQG/WG UHFRJQL]HG WKDW
WKHXVHUV¶ YDVW NQRZKRZDERXW OHDUQLQJ SUHVHQWLQJDQG H[SORULQJPXVLF FDQQRW EH HPEHGGHG
LQWR DUFKLWHFWXUDO GHVLJQV ZLWK WUDGLWLRQDO GHVLJQ SURFHVVHV 7KHUHIRUH D IDFLOLWDWHG GHVLJQ
ZRUNVKRS PHWKRG FDOOHG FKDUUHWWH ZDV FKRVHQ DV WKHPDLQ DSSURDFK LQ RUGHU WR LPSURYH WKH
TXDOLW\RIWKHGHVLJQDQGWRILQGRSSRUWXQLWLHVWRFRFUHDWHYDOXHLQXVH7KHFRFUHDWLRQSURMHFW
LV GLYLGHG LQWR IRXU SKDVHV WKDW IROORZ HDFK RWKHU YLVLRQLQJ DQG FRQFHSW GHVLJQ WHFKQLFDO
GHVLJQFRQVWUXFWLRQDQGSUHPLVHVLQXVH7KHYLVLRQLQJDQGFRQFHSWGHVLJQSKDVHRIWKHSURMHFW
FRPSULVHV WKH LQLWLDO PHHWLQJV ZLWK WKH NH\ VWDNHKROGHUV DQG WKH FKDUUHWWH FRFUHDWLRQ
ZRUNVKRSV 7KH WHFKQLFDO GHVLJQ FRPSULVHV WKH VWHHULQJ JURXS DQG GHVLJQ PHHWLQJV 7KH
FRQVWUXFWLRQ LQFOXGHV ERWK FRQVWUXFWLRQ DQG ILQDO SODQQLQJ HQGLQJ ZLWK WKH KDQGRYHU ZKLFK








6WHS:KDWNLQGVRI REVHUYDWLRQVZHUHPDGHUHODWHGWR ODQJXDJHDQG FRPPXQLFDWLRQ LQWKH
SURMHFWGRFXPHQWDWLRQ"
9DULRXV W\SHVRIGDWDZHUHJDWKHUHGV\VWHPDWLFDOO\WKURXJKRXW WKHSURMHFW LQRUGHU WRH[DPLQH
WKH ZKROH SURFHVV FKDUUHWWH PDWHULDO GDWD SURGXFHG GXULQJ GHVLJQ ZRUNVKRSV PHPRV DQG
PLQXWHVDQGVDWLVIDFWLRQVXUYH\ $OO WKLV GDWD FRPELQHGIRUPVDULFKEDVHIRU WKHDQDO\VLV DQG
RIIHUVHVVHQWLDOLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWHDFKSKDVHRIWKHSURMHFW
0DWHULDOV IURPWHFKQLFDOGHVLJQDQG FRQVWUXFWLRQSKDVHV FRPSULVHDOO WKHPHPRV DQGPLQXWHV
IURP YDULRXV SURMHFW PHHWLQJV 7KHVH PDWHULDOV FDQ EH VHHQ DV D SHUFHSWLRQ RI WKH SHUVRQ
UHVSRQVLEOHIRUPDQDJLQJWKHSURMHFW DW WKHWLPH ,W UHYHDOV WKHEXLOGHUV¶SHUVSHFWLYHDQG WKHLU






VSDFH WKH SRVLWLYH DQG QHJDWLYH DVSHFWV RI WKH VSDFH DQG RWKHU FRPPHQWV 7KDW ZD\ LW ZDV
SRVVLEOH WR REVHUYH GLIIHUHQFHV LQ VDWLVIDFWLRQ H[SUHVVLRQV EHWZHHQ WKH HYDOXDWLRQ EDVHG RQ




&KDUUHWWH PDWHULDOV DQG RSHQHQGHG TXHVWLRQV IURP WKH VXUYH\ ZHUH DQDO\]HG XVLQJ D




136 136 LV GHYHORSHG E\5HLFKKHOG 7KHPDLQ ORJLF LV WR GLYLGH UHVSRQGHQWV LQWR
WKUHH FDWHJRULHVSURPRWHUV SDVVLYHDQGGHWUDFWRUV7KHVFRUHLV FDOFXODWHGE\VXEWUDFWLQJWKH
QXPEHURIGHWUDFWRUVIURPWKHSURPRWHUVDQGGLYLGLQJWKHVXPE\WKHQXPEHURIDOOUHVSRQGHQWV
7KRVHUHVSRQGHQWV WKDW JLYHXQGLVSXWHGO\SRVLWLYHVLJQDO RQVDWLVIDFWLRQFDQEHUHFRJQL]HGDV




7KH EURDG YLVLRQ RI WKH QHZ VSDFH ZDV FRQVWUXFWHG GXULQJ WKH YLVLRQLQJ SKDVH WKDW ZDV
LPSOHPHQWHGE\SDUWLFLSDWRU\ZRUNVKRSSURFHVVFDOOHGFKDUUHWWH7KHUHVXOWRIWKHFKDUUHWWHZDV
D VSDWLDO FRQFHSW ZKLFK LQFOXGHG VHYHUDO VSDFHV ZLWK GLIIHUHQW SXUSRVHV WKH VWDJH ZKLFK ZDV
SODFH IRU SUHVHQWLQJ OLYH PXVLF WKH FOXE ZKLFK ZDV SODFH IRU ERWK VWXG\LQJ LQ JURXSV DQG
OLVWHQLQJWKHPXVLFSOD\HGRQVWDJHWKHVWXGLRIRUIRFXVHGZRUNLQJWKHEDU WKDWFRXOGEHXVHG
IRU UHIUHVKPHQWSURYLGLQJLQRUJDQL]HGHYHQWRUIRUPDNLQJFRIIHHLIWKHFOXEZDVRQVWXG\XVH
WKH VKRZ URRP IRU SODFH ZKHUH DFKLHYHPHQWV RI WKH XQLYHUVLW\¶V GHSDUWPHQW RI PXVLF DQG
HQWUDQFHWKDWZRXOGZHOFRPHWKHYLVLWRUWREXLOGLQJ$QDO\VLVRIWKHFKDUUHWWHPDWHULDOVUHYHDOHG
WKH IUDPHZRUN ZKLFK FRPSULVHV IRXU JXLGHOLQHV IRU WKH FRQFHSW GHVLJQ IXWXUHRULHQWDWLRQ
PXVLFRULHQWDWLRQ UHVHDUFKRULHQWDWLRQ DQG DFDGHPLFRULHQWDWLRQ /DWHU WKUHH PRUH GHILQHG
JRDOV IRU WKH SURMHFW ZHUH FUHDWHG  LQFUHDVHG XVH RI VSDFH  VHQVH RI RZQHUVKLS DQG 
LPSURYHG LPDJHRIWKHGLVFLSOLQH ,QWKHYLVLRQLQJDQGFRQFHSWGHVLJQSKDVHJRDOVJXLGHOLQHV
DQGXVHUV¶QHHGVZHUHFRPPXQLFDWHGLQXVHUV¶ODQJXDJHZLWKLQWKHLUFRQWH[W





ZDVGLPLQLVKHGVR WKDW WKH\ZHUHSUHVHQW LQKDUGO\DQ\PHHWLQJV8VHU JURXSZDVUHRUJDQL]HG
DIWHU WKH KDQGRYHU PHHWLQJ 7KH PLQXWHV RI WKH XVHU JURXS PHHWLQJ ZKLFK ZDV KHOG
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Figure 2: Evaluation of usability question set from the second survey
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Figure 3: Assessment of the design and implementation question set from the first survey
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Indicators of collaborative design
management in construction projects
Abstract
Purpose – Design management plays a significant role in value creation in a
construction project. Within the last few decades new design tools like BIM have
been introduced which supposedly enhance design productivity and quality.
However, no such revolution of design quality has emerged. Therefore, more
research on how design management affects the quality of construction project is
needed. The purpose of this research is to better understand the connection
between design management procedures and quality.
Design/methodology/approach - This is a case study with mixed method
approach. The data collection strategies used are quantitative user satisfaction
survey and qualitative analysis over the documentation of the case project.
Findings - A deductive analysis was conducted to four suggested indicators of
beneficial collaboration. An explanation was found for how the quality of the
project outcome can be forecasted from the management style and procedures.
Research limitations/implications – The research was conducted as single case
study and therefore greater data would enable further development of the
indicators.
Practical implications – The indicators have wide range of applicability: the
clients can forecast the quality performance by evaluating the management
procedures already during the project instead of waiting until the end of project.
The indicator system provides also societal impact as it guides the clients to use
the kind of managerial practices that improve the ability to create value in
projects that are difficult to evaluate in money terms.
Originality/value – The research provides a novel way to gain a holistic view
with analytical indicator tools. The research contributes to lean design
management literature by providing insight to the underlying mechanism of
beneficial collaboration.
Keywords: design collaboration; indicators; quality; construction project
management; lean design management
1. Introduction
The collaborative ways of working have been considered a promising way of improving
productivity and quality in the construction industry, but the management of beneficial
collaboration is still quite unresearched topic. Even though there exist lots of
collaboration-related research concerning construction project management, the focus is
quite tool-oriented like in building information model (BIM) related research (Rekola et
al., 2010; Sebastian, 2010), integrated project delivery related research (Kent and
Becerick-Gerber, 2010), or in research related to single decision-making method
(Kpamma et al., 2016)
Focusing on a single tool or practice makes the perspective rather mechanical.
The indicators are variances in the output of each process stage (e.g. Salem et al., 2006),
so the perspective seems to extract human behaviour from the process. In some
research, the human aspect is included, but the quantitative approach reduces human
existence to a couple of indicators such as units-per-man-hour, safety, cost, rework and
so forth (Suermann and Issa, 2009). Those kinds of indicators do not sufficiently
describe the effect of collaborative behaviour.
On the other hand, the problem with design quality indicators is that they cannot
be used before the building is finished. Such indicators are in many cases derived from
the ancient tripartite formula of utilitas (utility) – firmitas (firmness) – venustas
(delight) by Vitruvius (e.g., van Voordt, 2009). The design quality indicator (DQI) is an
example of this kind of thinking, as the core of it is a questionnaire that focuses on
functionality, impact and build quality (Gann et al., 2003). No matter how the design
quality is analysed within this context, the result is an analysis of the features of the
built outcome. These kinds of indicators are useful for evaluating competing design
solutions but offer little help in managing the process toward better quality.
Both the process indicators and the design quality indicators are important and
useful tools for managers, but indicators of collaboration per se are needed to reach a
holistic vision of how to improve the total quality of the project delivery. Our argument
is that the project quality performance can be forecasted from the project management
procedures. To prove this, we use user satisfaction as quality indicator, and we seek
explanation for satisfaction level by qualitative analysis.
To complement reflective indicators like process variances or DQI, this research
analyses collaboration from the perspective of formative indicators. The difference is
that the formative indicators approach is a constructivist one, as the subject is
determined by its indicators rather than vice versa (Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer,
2001). By this decision we recognise that the beneficial collaboration is the sum of
many dimensions that must be understood together to get a holistic view of project
management’s effect on quality. By creating a practical set of indicators for design
management, we give our contribution to lean design management research.
2. Formative indicators for collaboration in design
In general, the indicators may be divided into two categories: reflective indicators and
formative indicators. Reflective indicators are based on the classical test theory. They
assume that every measure reflects an underlying construct, i.e., the object under
examination (Podsakoff et al., 2006). The formative indicators, on the other hand, are
understood as rather causing the examined object than being caused by it
(Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer, 2001). Indicators like value-in-use and cost
efficiency may be understood as a reflective indicator; they reflect the success of the
project in terms of a stakeholder. For studying the mechanism, how the collaboration
works, formative indicators are more revealing. When using formative indicators, the
upper level construct is conceptualised as having multiple dimensions, with each of
them representing an important aspect of the construct (Bollen and Lennox, 1991), i.e.,
the examined phenomenon is analysed by pieces that cannot be completely separated
from each other, and therefore they must be described as aspects of examined upper
level construct. Socio-economic status is a classical example of such construct, as it is
formed as a combination of education, income, occupation, and residence
(Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer, 2001). Thus, as the collaboration is a multifaceted
social construct which has multiple dimensions, we suggest that the formative
perspective is suitable for this research.
3. Collaboration in design
There are many ways to describe collaboration: Kvan (2000) describes collaboration in
design as working together in a higher sense to achieve a holistic creative result. Emmitt
and Ruikar (2013, p. 10) describe the collaboration in temporary project organisations
as an activity of multi-disciplinary groups and teams that are held together by legal
contracts and the desire of participants to achieve a shared objective. Lundström et al.
(2016) have determined the collaborative design as an upper level term that includes the
sub-concepts of participatory design (PD), integrated design (ID) and concurrent
engineering (CE). In PD, the users’ role as influential member of a designing team is
embraced. In ID, the integration between designing disciplines and utilisation of BIM as
common designing tool are emphasised, and in CE, the collaboration between designers
and contractors is embraced. Each sub-concept has a dedicated stakeholder group whose
prime objective the collaboration serves: PD is dedicated to enhancing the ability to
maximise value-in-use, ID is dedicated to enhancing designers’ ability to coordinate
design work and to produce as accurate information as possible, and the role of CE is to
find a cost-efficient design solution through collaboration between designers and
builders (Lundström et al., 2016).
To understand what the formative indicators of beneficial collaboration in
designing are, we study the common dimensions of the individual applications of
collaborative design (PD, ID and CE) that could explain the effects on the project
outcome. In the following discussion, we identify four such dimensions (listed below)
that are tested in the empirical part of this research. The suggestion is that these are such
dimensions that indicate whether the collaboration brings mutual benefits to
stakeholders.
(1) Communication within each stakeholder group
(2) Communication between stakeholder groups
(3) Interactions concerning user value creation
(4) Interactions concerning alternative solutions analysis
No matter which determination of collaboration is used, there are major
hindrances to it in construction projects. The customer often has a responsive role
instead of an equal one, and hence only the construction professionals act as active
participators (Cherns and Bryant, 1984). In addition, Butt et al. (2016) have identified
major insufficiencies in project communication procedures regarding change
management. According to their observations, ordinary communication routines do not
guarantee sufficient utilisation of all stakeholders’ know-how. Instead, a great deal of
customisation and leadership is required. Yet, Kvalnes (2016) notes that the traditional
project management model appears to be uncomfortable with the concept of
uncertainty. It treats all uncertainty as negative risk, instead of recognising the positive
and energising aspects of uncertainty that may provide surprising opportunities and
therefore be a source of creativity. Koskela and Howell (2002) have criticised the
traditional project management model for a lack of sufficient perspectives, as the
traditional model only recognises the project as a transformation from input to output.
They argue that a sufficient project management model should also recognise the views
of workflow and value. This transformation focus is observable in Gorse and Emmitt
(2007) study where they found that most interactions in construction meetings are task-
focused though some socio-emotional interactions also exist. However, the share of
socio-emotional communication is so low that it may be interpreted as avoiding such
behaviour in meetings. But it seems that the socio-emotional communication is needed
to enhance workflow, as the stakeholders use informal channels to circumnavigate
formal procedures for communicating more effectively (Emmitt and Ruikar, 2013).
den Otter and Emmitt (2008) have recognised two popular communication tools
for design management: dialogue and design meeting. According to their research, the
design managers prefer dialogues and use design meetings as a complementary
communication tool. Personal dialogue between manager and technical expert is an
appropriate way for developing a common understanding, giving instant feedback and
resolving sensible issues. Mutually agreed outcomes may be presented in the formal
design meetings after the personal dialogues, and they may be discussed with other
stakeholders (den Otter and Emmitt, 2008).
However, this fragmented management style sets certain limits to creative
problem solving, and therefore it is necessary to separate communication within and
between stakeholder groups as different indicators. When the content of the design tasks
is discussed in one-on-one dialogues and the role of design meetings is to spread
information and follow up on task accomplishment, the creative communication
between the stakeholders is restricted. Even though dialogue between the designing
disciplines may occur, it is not systematically encouraged. In comparison, the adoption
of the ‘big room’ design environment may change the work culture into a more
collaborative direction. The idea of the ‘big room’ is that all design disciplines and
builders, including the subcontractors, are working in the same physical space.
Deming’s (1986) leadership philosophy has probably had a significant effect on the
proliferation of ‘big room’ working. Breaking down the barriers between departments
and driving out fear from expressing concerns or ideas are two of his famous 14
principles. An open-minded and free communication culture supposedly presents
opportunities to get feedback in informal discussions, and to express and elaborate
creative solutions to problems, and this atmosphere is opposite to two malicious habits:
the habit of ‘not listening,’ i.e., a command-and-control style of management, and the
habit of ‘not speaking,’ i.e., the fear of being talked down if one expresses original ideas
(Forbes and Ahmed, 2011).
Ning (2017) suggests that the project management’s ability to combine control
and trust in an appropriate way determines the project's success. To succeed, project
management must be convinced that the partner has professional competence, and only
after that will control produce recognisable benefits. Control will focus on the partner's
behaviour during the project or on the outcome of the project. Using appropriate control
betters the project performance regarding the budget and schedule discipline. However,
to improve the quality performance, control should be replaced with the goodwill-trust
style of management by ensuring effective communication and increasing the range and
depth of information transfer (Mao et al., 2008).
Chiocchio et al. (2011) have studied the effects of trust, conflict and
collaboration on performance. They divide the effects of trust into the ’positive trust-
performance’ relation and ‘negative task conflict-performance’ relation. In the positive
trust-performance relation, the trust among stakeholders affects performance through
collaboration, which means that said trust enables a higher sense of working together
and triggers the collaborative ways of working that leads to better task synchronisation,
communication, feedback and anticipatory coordination in a more explicit manner
(ibid.). As different stakeholder groups have different objectives (Lundström et al.,
2016), it is supposedly harder to achieve trustful relationship between them, e.g. users
and designers, than it is within one stakeholder group.
Daft and Lengel (1986) propose that organisations process information for two
reasons: to reduce uncertainty and equivocality. The difference between these two terms
is that uncertainty means sheer lack of information, whereas equivocality means the
existence of multiple and conflicting interpretations of the issue. This dualism is
essential in understanding the collaboration. For example, PD is supposed to not only
help achieve consensus within the user stakeholder group (Savolainen et al., 2015) but
also create better ideas about utilisation (Lundström et al., 2016). Reducing conflicting
interpretations may be understood as matter of trust building, but information creation
in designing process is a matter of value creation. In the following paragraph, we
elaborate the latter two indicators, interactions concerning value co-creation and
alternative solutions analysis, in relation to the information or value creating design
process.
4. Re-phasing the project
To establish a connection between designing process and quality delivering process, we
have re-phased the project to follow the discipline of quality engineering to substitute
the traditional division into five phases: initiating, planning, executing, monitoring and
closing (Project Management Institute, 2013). As explained in the following discussion,
the quality engineering approach divides a project into four phases: concept design,
technical design, implementation, and testing and using (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Project phasing inspired by quality engineering
4.1. Concept design
In the concept design phase, the first drawings are drafted to portray the intangible
targets of the project as a physical outcome. Juran and Godfrey (1998) define quality
with dual nature: on the one hand, quality is features of the product that meets the
customer’s needs, and on the other hand quality is freedom from deficiencies. To begin
with this, the first phase of the project is to expose the customer’s needs. In quality
function deployment, the user value creation is understood as a task of making a quality
plan (Akao, 1990), i.e., determining what to make and how it responds to customer-
driven quality. The purpose of the PD is to act as a communication platform to enhance
users’ articulation and contextual understanding about what is appropriate for the work
and for the organisation’s activities (Lindahl, 2004), and thus bring up and elaborate
ideas outside the set of traditional solutions. PD is closely related to the concept of co-
creation, which means that the producer and customer are co-creating value-adding
solutions by utilising the customer’s know-how. To do that, there must be dialogue
between these two, mutual access to sufficient data and mutually conducted risk
assessment, and the relationship must be conducted in a transparent manner (Prahalad
and Ramaswamy, 2004).
4.2. Technical design
We use the term ‘technical design’ for the phase of designing the efficient
buildability of the concept. In quality function deployment, the corresponding phase
would be detailed design and preproduction, which focuses on converting the final
product quality into quality characters of the components, setting the tolerances and
planning the quality assurance (Akao, 1990).
When entering the technical design phase, the focus shifts form the
conceptualisation of customer needs toward the technical solutions. The means of
collaboration shifts from PD toward ID as the role of technical discussions within the
designers increases. Forgues and Koskela (2009) claim that the client’s lack of
understanding of his role in the ID process is a main obstacle to the proliferation of ID.
Regarding the former reasoning, this may be due to the absence of PD, because if the ID
is present without PD, the collaborative ways of working are brought into the middle of
the ongoing process. If there has not been sufficient dialogue to create value in the
concept design phase, the customer may find it difficult to adopt anything other than a
reactive role, leaving interest toward ID low. But even if this happens, the ID may still
be used for alternative solutions analysis by detecting clashes between water pipes,
ventilation ducts, electrical systems, etc. with BIM or breaking barriers between
disciplines with an open-source data sharing policy (Sebastian, 2010). But in that case,
using the terminology TFV theory (Koskela, 2000), the transformation and flow
perspectives are well-represented while the value perspective is absent.
4.3. Implementation
When the designs are sufficiently ready, the implementation may begin. It
should be noted that only on rare occasions are the designs fully completed in
construction projects before the implementation begins. Therefore, the technical design
and implementation is often overlapped. In quality engineering, the implementation is
divided into two tasks: production planning and production (Taguchi, 1986; Akao,
1990; Juran and Godfrey, 1998). In construction projects, these two tasks are constantly
present as foremen plan upcoming work phases while supervising ongoing work.
Koskela and Howell (2002) point out that in the implementation phase of the
project, there may occur situations where all inputs or resources, material or
information, are not ready at the planned starting moment of some task. The CE is
supposed to prevent these kinds of situations. The value perspective is an essential part
of CE, as it seeks to cut costs by eliminating non-value-adding activities (Love and
Gunasikaran, 1997), reducing production times and improving quality (Anumba and
Kamara, 2012). The value perspective is present both in the task of improving quality
and in recognising non-value-adding activities i.e. waste. The elimination of them, on
the other hand, is an alternative solutions analysis task as well as a reduction of
production time.
4.4. Testing and using
The ‘testing and using’ phase refers to the time after the product is handed over
from producer to user. However, the quality engineering literature is quite product-
centric as it separates production and customer service from each other (e.g., Juran and
Godfrey, 1998). By contrast, Vargo and Lusch (2004) think that a product is only a way
of delivering specialised skills, and they consider that full delivery contains all that the
customer needs to receive the benefits from such skills. Therefore, they do not want to
separate the product from the service necessary to utilise it. Thus, we consider that the
time after handover is as essential as all other phases regarding the quality of design,
even though there is no recognised application of collaborative design that could be
implemented after the project is handed over (Lundström et al., 2016).
Juran and Godfrey (1998) have identified four important aspects of customer
service: strategic intent, design, organisational structure and operational management.
Collaboration during the project may help establish good service, and post-occupation
evaluation of designing is a good way to support decision-making (Piroozfar, et al.,
2013). However, mere evaluation leads to little improvement if something needs to be
fixed; investments may be required. Each party of the contract (e.g., lease agreement)
has its own subjective understanding about what they are entitled to, and that may lead
to a situation where the interests are conflicted and at least one of the parties feels
mistreated and retaliates (Hart and Moore, 2008). Therefore, continuous improvement
in user value creation and alternative solutions analysis are essential parts of a working
customer relationship also after the project is handed over. And because the investment
decision may be different depending on whether the client and supplier are two non-
integrated entities, the client owns the supplier or the supplier owns the client
(Grossman and Hart, 1986; Hart and Moore, 1990; Hart, 1995), the service issues and
possible improvements should be regarded in the ownership arrangements of the
premises and the equipment related to it, but also in the design assignment to ensure the
fluent adaptation of the premises in case of changing user requirements. This is
necessary to ensure the continuation of value co-creation beyond the handover date.
5. Case
The case project is a renovation project where a 300 m2 learning environment a
rehearsal newsroom, was renovated to match the needs of the new media environment.
Since the previous renovation of the premises in 2005, the focus in the journalistic
media has moved from print and desktop-oriented production and consumption to
’mobile-first‘ and a more audio-visual approach. This change has had a tremendous
impact on production workflows and the tools used, and to the orientation and co-
operation in the newsrooms.
The new learning environment was supposed to serve as a platform for teaching
the ’mobile-first‘ style of publishing. In the 2010s, new mobile devices, tablet
computers and smartphones, revolutionised the publishing philosophy. The old way was
to edit a newspaper on a desktop computer and slice some content of it to the web. The
new mobile-first way enabled a non-desktop workflow, where news are produced and
downloaded in any location with mobile devices to a content management system. Then
the editors in the newsroom consider how the content is delivered via web pages and
social media, and the printed version is considered after these two phases.
The change was tremendous for both the tools and the devices. The old premises
were full of desktop computers for newspaper editing. The ’mobile-first‘ approach
required different places for meetings and audio-visual (AV) and multimedia production
and content viewing. Naturally, lots of tablets and laptop computers were also needed,
as were suitable environments for learning how to use them. All this required high-tech
wireless transfer systems for both internet connections and AV contents, and that made
the project technologically challenging to design. In addition, there were ventilation and
piping changes, and the building automation was also modified. Therefore, a full
designing team was commissioned for a small-scale project, and that made the case
suitable as a critical case for researching the collaborative ways of working.
6. Research method
Mixed-method approach which entails both quantitative and qualitative data collection
techniques and analysis procedures was adopted as main research approach of this study
(Saunders et al. 2009, p. 152). This approach is considered suitable for triangulation in
construction project management studies (e.g. Allen and Smallwood, 2008; Lindebaum
and Fielden, 2010; Lindebaum and Cartwright 2010). The data used in this research was
collected from a user satisfaction survey and from documentation of the case project
within an archival research strategy.
The quantitative survey was conducted among the users of the premises that were
renovated in the case project. The approximated size of the target population was 200.
A total of 49 users answered the survey, and 43 of those answered all questions. The
survey was conducted as web questionnaire, and the link to the questionnaire was
shared by e-mail using several overlapping mail lists to reach as many potential users as
possible. Hence the exact number of the population is unknown. The analysis was
conducted by using a Net Promoter Score® (NPS) distribution analysis method
(Reichheld, 2006), which is developed to recognise ultimately positive satisfaction level
from ordinary positive satisfaction level.
The qualitative component of the study was an archival analysis over project meeting
memos, project schedule, project budget and cost calculations, workshop material such
as drafted drawings, and video-recorded presentations of users. The analysis had
deductive approach as there were predetermined indicators which were supposed to
explain the causality between the managerial acts during the project and the
performance in satisfactory survey. Explanation building is a deductively based
analytical procedure, which involves an attempt to build explanation in an iterative
manner by collecting data and analysing it simultaneously (Saunders et al. 2009, p 500).
The lead researcher had a role as an inside observer, as he was the project manager of
the case project. Thus the researcher was able to observe the impact of managerial acts,
and also obtained information regarding informal communication.
7. Results
To create a useful formative indicator there must exist a set of sub-indicators that cover
the examined subject. The coverage of the sub-indicators can be tested by using
reflective indicators. In addition, the sub-indicators must have suitable metrics that
makes them usable in practice.
In the following analysis there is a qualitative component, which examines the sub-
indicators deducted from the literature that are supposed to cover the phenomenon of
beneficial collaboration. The other component is the analysis over the quantitative
survey, which is used to test the coverage of the sub-indicators. The analysis is a result
of an iterative process which has led to development of indicatory metrics for each sub-
indicator.
The quantitative analysis is presented first, and the qualitative analysis follows. This
presentation order is chosen to first provide a glance at the numeric satisfaction
performance, and then to present the descriptive analysis concerning the management
procedures which have led into such performance.
7.1. Results of the satisfaction survey
The satisfaction survey was analysed by using NPS distribution analysis method
(Reichheld, 2006). In this method the answers are clustered into three categories: the
‘detractors’ who are unhappy and spread negative comments about the product or the
service, the ‘passives’ who are quite satisfied but do not actively recommend or warn
about the product or the service, and the ‘promoters’ who actively spread positive
comments and recommendations. The score is calculated by subtracting the number of
detractors from the number of promoters and then dividing the result by the number of
all answers. The resulting score is presented as a percentage.
The questionnaire was drafted by the project manager in collaboration with the teachers.
The questionnaire was based on Lundström et al. (2016) categorisation (emotional-
practical-infrastructural) to verify the satisfaction regarding the predetermined project
objectives. A key question of NPS was presented at the end of the questionnaire: ‘How
likely is it that you would recommend this learning environment to your friend or
colleague?’ The NPS was 37 % (promoters f=23, detractors f=7, n=43), which may be
considered to indicate a successful project.
Similar distribution analysis was conducted to all questions to recognise factors that
could explain the project’s success. A scale of 1 to 5 was used, where answers 1 and 2
are determined as detractors, answers 3 and 4 are determined as passives, and answer 5
is determined as promoters. The result was that fulfilling the needs in the emotional
category was suggested to best explain the high performance in NPS.
In the emotional category the score ranged from 40 % to 43 % in the question related to
cosiness and comfort. In the questions related to work culture the score ranged from -6
% to 21 %. Therefore, it was suggested that high performance in NPS can be achieved
by fulfilling a certain set of emotional need, and it does not require high performance in
fulfilling every emotional need.
In the practical category, the questions concerning cosy furniture, phone booths, and
kitchen got the highest scores ranging from 59% to 70%. The questions regarding work
conditions like group work places and desks also received quite high scores ranging
from 32% to 37%, but questions related to information technology got low scores
ranging from -18% to 0%. The lowest score (-57%) was given to guidance of new
systems like wireless printing and video streaming. The interpretation was that the NPS
performance may be high even though a lot of useful features are missing, if the cosy
atmosphere is achieved.
The infrastructural category received only low and modest scores. These were questions
regarding right temperature (9%), air freshness (-5%), noise insulation between spaces
(-14%), lighting (23%), and tidiness (-37%). The interpretation of these results was that
high performance in NPS does not require high performance in serving infrastructural
needs.
7.2. Communication within each stakeholder group
In the analysis, one of the observations was that the people in management tend to write
task lists and follow-ups to reduce equivocality. This behaviour does not depend on the
writer. In our case, there were at least three different memo writers – the project
manager, the project assistant and the general foreman of the contractor – and all of
them listed things that some stakeholder group had done or still had to do.
For example, in the concept design phase there was discussion about how each space of
their new premises will work, and what they must find out and decide about the new
devices and other equipment. In the technical design phase, there was a list of things
and principles that designers must consider. Each of them included some instruction on
what to do, like ‘Mechanical engineer will check how many people could be served
without major changes to the ventilation system’ or ‘Door is missing from the
architectural designs,’ which means the task of adding the missing door. The same kind
of notes was observed also from the memos of the implementation phase; the difference
was that usually the reason was additional information gained during the construction
work.
Analysing documents with this point of view did not offer much new information about
design management’s effect on the outcome of the project. Based on the data, it seems
this is something the importance of which is well-recognised among the professionals.
There exist well-known procedures for metering the performance of task completion,
for example, accomplishment rate of each subcontract is quite widely used in following
up construction work progress. In design management, checking which designs are
ready may be considered a roughly corresponding procedure.
7.3. Communication between the stakeholder groups
The result of the analysis was that the management’s relation toward uncertainties and
equivocality is suggested to explain how communication between stakeholder groups
may enhance workflow. On the one hand, it may be enhanced by systematically
reducing uncertainties, but on the other hand, recognising the positive effects of some
uncertainty and equivocality may also benefit the workflow. In the analysis, five
different mechanisms of utilising beneficial uncertainty were recognised.
1. Increased creativity. Creativity requires enthusiasm and freedom of speech
which means lots of different streams of discussions and increasing equivocality
in communication. In this project there were two workshop sessions where such
brainstorming was cultivated. The workshops processed plenty of ideas and
produced material which was highly equivocal and far from ready-made concept
plan. However, the workshop was a creative way of working, and the open
atmosphere enabled users to express bold ideas and confess if they were unsure
about something. Hence the brainstorming also increased honesty, and designers
understood how users want to experience the work environment.
2. Adopting more perspectives. Listening to more people means more conflicting
interests spoken aloud but not listening to them would not mean they do not
exist. In this case the owner decided to use co-creational approach to ensure that
the concept design would be done by using the best and the widest available
information. The workshops provided equal possibility to participate for all user
groups and designers, and hearing ideas and opinions in dialogue between
students, teachers, maintenance and various other people helped designers to
gain a holistic view of the requirements. This helped in avoiding unpleasant
surprises in later phases.
3. Increased maturity of information. The prerequisites of design tasks largely
consist of different kind of information. Some of that information is in explicit
form, e.g. designs made by other designers, but in some, information exists in
more indefinite form. For example, users produce information regarding their
functions and desires for the designers, but when they describe their activities in
the premises being built, they are discussing an uncertain future. Beside the
sheer lack of knowledge there is equivocality about the objectives, and there
could be a lack of consensus too. These issues need dialogue and time to mature
before they can be solved. The design manager must understand the learning
curve of the users, as the actualisation of the new premises enhances the users’
ability to understand the link between their work and work environment.
Learning cannot be forced, and thus mere systematic reduction of uncertainties
with deadlines is not enough.
4. Task prioritisation. The key element of design synchronisation is design
schedule, which recognises not only deadlines but also the moments when the
prerequisites for each task are available. After the workshops there were three
recognised areas which each had a different role in the concept design. There
was a lecturing and informal learning area, a kitchen and equipment loaning
area, and a radio edit area. The design tasks were prioritised by the maturity of
the prerequisite information. In this case the lecturing and informal learning area
was designed first because users had the most precise understanding about the
requirements of that area. The radio edit area had the least precise role in the
concept, and therefore the least design resources were invested in it. This
decision proved to be right, as after the concept design phase the area was left
outside the project’s scope to save costs.
5. New solutions suggestions. Being a finder of good solutions is a prominent part
of a talented designer’s identity, and if they are talked down because of
suggesting good solutions, they will be frustrated. In some occasions the most
appropriate solution may be recognised at such a late stage that the suggestion
increases uncertainty in matters that have already been considered as solved.
However, sometimes upcoming information may change the understanding
about the most suitable solution but accepting the new, better solution at such a
late stage that may be an issue. If the project management transparently
communicates the uncertainties that may still affect the outcome, it may ease the
acceptance of the new solution among the other stakeholders. In this case, the
users stated in the middle of the technical designing that they need to be
prepared to 4K display technology and four different streaming technologies.
That meant major revisions to the all designs because to afford the additions
something had to be cut off. If the success of the design would have been
measured by a list of ready-made plans, the request of adjusting almost every
drawing would have felt discouraging. Instead, as it was communicated that the
designs are ready when the project is handed over, mental power was not used to
protest the inevitable change.
Based on the observations, three levels of utilising uncertainty were recognised. First is
the systematic reduction of uncertainty. On that level the only positive side of
uncertainty is that it is recognised and may be removed. The second level is acceptance
of uncertainty that is unremovable for the present. That helps to prioritise tasks that
have the best chance to be accomplished effectively, and guides to plan the schedule by
respecting each stakeholder’s learning process and changing conditions. The third level
is cultivation of creative uncertainty and equivocality. On that level the management
attempts to achieve information in more effective manner by temporarily allowing more
uncertainty and equivocality in conversations.
7.4. Interactions concerning user value creation
In the concept design phase, two co-creational workshop sessions were organised to
produce wide-ranging material on value-in-use. To reach a holistic impact, the concept
design of the case project was designed by using emotional-practical-infrastructural
categorisation of user needs (Lundström et al., 2016). In the case project, this method
helped to understand not only how the learning functions may be supported but also
how to support the students’ evolving professional identity. One of the initial reasons to
start the project was to enable teaching ‘mobile-first’ style of publishing. The initial
instructions for the project were very technology-centric but the workshops provided
abundant information on the requirements for the learning environment in general.
First, the categorisation was used to understand the roles of different places and spatial
resources. As journalism education is implemented in a context-dependent manner, it
was understood that it is important that studying in the rehearsal newsroom must feel
like working in an actual newsroom. Therefore two spatial resources, news desk and
kitchen, were considered most important. The news desk is a place which will gather all
the news sent from various locations and process them to web, social media and print
delivery. The kitchen is linked to the journalists’ duty to work around the clock
resulting in a need to have coffee available at all times. These two places had a clear
link to emotional needs, whereas other learning spaces were recognised to serve more
practical needs. The users stated some requests linked to infrastructural needs, mainly
complaints about cold indoor temperature during the winter, but it was decided that
improving these matters will be left outside the project’s scope. It was suggested that
serving practical and emotional needs would create more value in this case.
In the later phases the categorisation was used in furniture designing and technical
designing. In furniture design it was realised that the office furniture should be practical,
but the furniture should also support a comfortable and confident atmosphere. One
reason is that journalist students do lots of interviews, and the other reason is that
getting personal feedback from teachers is an essential part of the studies.
Some technical features such as acoustics and transparent walls were recognised to have
connection to emotional needs. These aspects were mainly discussed in design
meetings, attended by project management, designers, and a couple of user
representatives. The user representatives and designers had also one-to-one discussions.
The survey analysis confirmed the performance of the value strategy selected in the
beginning of the project: high satisfaction level was achieved by systematically aspiring
to fulfil the recognised emotional needs. In addition, it was reached regardless of the
poor scores in IT and AV issues. Those aspects have a significant role in practical sense,
but they do not have such a strong link to the emotional needs. Therefore we suggest
that the emotional-practical-infrastructural categorisation of user needs may be used as
metrics for value creation.
7.5. Interactions concerning alternative solutions analysis
When analysing the decision-making and its preparations, it was observed that there
were two different decision categories: go or no-go decisions and equal options
decisions. In a go or no-go decision, the preparations were made for the chain of
command, and the purpose of the preparations was to make an easy decision to continue
the project as planned. In equal options decisions there were no obvious ways how to
carry on, and the purpose of the preparations was to analyse the effects of each option.
Combination of these was found to be both analytical and effective way of making
decisions, as lack of the first would have led to hesitative inefficiency and lack of the
latter one would have resulted in command-and-control style of management, where the
existence of only one solution is allowed. In the analysis four criteria were found to
distinguish whether both elements are present.
First criterion is information basis. In the go or no-go decision, the preparation
perspective is need-to-know basis. Information is delivered to a decision-maker to get a
fast decision and therefore there cannot be too much of information or too complicated
information, and hence the sufficiency of the information is rarely questioned. In equal
options decisions the preparations are made on a need-to-evaluate basis. The purpose is
to come to a well-considered decision, and therefore the information must contain
multiple perspectives and even conflicting interests are allowed. For example, in the
concept design phase of the case project the architect had adequate information about
user activities after the first workshop to create a concept design. The decision on
proceeding the project could have been made between a couple of the most influential
people in the project. But instead, the second workshop was organised to evaluate the
design by using as much information about user perspectives as possible.
The second criterion is transparency. In the go or no-go decision, the preparation
perspective is to make sure that those who have power understand all necessary
information at a glance. In equal options decisions the preparations include a chance to
comment and contribute. The information is transparent to uncertain issues and thus it
may contain open-ended questions that encourage to evaluate options by qualitative
means. Therefore the way of presenting information and facilitating dialogue is in a key
role. For example, in the second workshop of the concept designing there was a layout
suggestion but the participants were committed to redesigning it for better results. If the
users had been asked to comment on a ready looking layout drawing by e-mail the result
would had been quite different.
The third criterion is power sharing. In the go or no-go decision, the preparation
perspective is to recognise the chain of command to understand how the decision can be
fluently made. In equal options decisions the focus is on recognising the value creation
network to better understand who knows he effects of the decision on value in use. This
usually means the grass root level where there is less influence in important decisions.
For example, in this case, the value creation network exists in the learning process of
students, and participatory design among them and teachers enables value-based
evaluation of options. However, from this point of view it is utterly important to have a
combination of both styles, because the users usually best understand the effects on
value-in-use, but the management understands the effect on cost and resource
consumption. In the case project, the power sharing enabled users to have an active role
throughout the project, and the possibility to add value by extending the project’s scope
resulted in extending the project budget by 50 % before final decision of
implementation. It would have been a crisis if both the value and cost had not been
transparently communicated all along the project. And on the other hand, denying
power from users would have probably resulted in an even greater loss of value.
The fourth criterion is the ability to iterate. In the go or no-go decision, the
preparations focus on keeping up the schedule. The effort is put on recognising the
critical path and the pressure to make the decisions comes from the risk of delay. In
equal options decisions the focus is on learning curve and recognition of unfinished
work. For example, in this project in electrical designing it was recognised that the IT
equipment and AV systems design process would greatly benefit from iterative
designing method. The ordinary design-bid-build contract would have resulted in stiff
contractual relationship, and therefore it was decided to use cost-plus contracting with a
price ceiling. The place, type and number of sockets would not have been a big issue
cost-wise, but the project manager considered that using ordinary stiff procedures would
have given a wrong signal about the design management style. Instead, the project
manager chose to encourage flexible style and iterative mentality to enhance quality.
7.6. Indicators in practice
The results of the analysis are summarised in figure 2. It presents the beneficial
collaboration as a multi-faceted social construct, status of which is observed via four
sub-indicators. The status of the beneficial collaboration is understood as indicator
which can be used to forecast the quality of the project’s outcome.
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Figure 2. The break-down regarding the indicator of beneficial collaboration
The coverage of the sub-indicators is rationalised by first identifying the
information basis i.e. are all necessary stakeholders heard or is some important source
of information yet to be heard. Second aspect is to identify how the benefits are verified,
and third aspect is to analyse how these indicators identify collaboration. In addition,
this examination pursues to illustrate the practical use of the indicator system.
The information about beneficial collaboration is considered to exist in the
communication and interactions between the individuals participating to the project. In
the indicator system, the individuals are categorised by their roles, which in this case are
the users, the designers, the implementers, and the owners. It is supposed that these
stakeholders have key roles in value creation i.e. meeting user needs: users possess the
information on their needs, designers determine suitable solutions, implementers find a
feasible to deliver solution, and owner finances it and considers the suitability and
modifiability for another uses in case there will be new users.
 Of course, in some other projects there may exist some other roles, for example
building control authorities may play a significant role in some projects, or some NGOs
may want to influence the outcome of the project’s societal impact. However, if these
are not direct users, or if they do not possess such information on solutions that the
designers or implementers need to do their jobs, they do not have a role in value
creation.
The indicator system considers value creation as a process where the
understanding of how different solutions may benefit users is learnt along with the
designing task and implementation. The learning process may be facilitated but not
forced, and therefore the collaborative management is considered to have a positive
impact on value creation. The first sub-indicator observes whether tasks of such a
stakeholder are managed who has a key role in value creation. The second sub-indicator
observes whether the management enables the learning process. Accepting the positive
uncertainties is essential, because that states the fact that there are things to be learnt
about the connection between the needs and solutions. The third sub-indicator
recognises whether the design focuses a holistic impact or if there is risk of sub-
optimisation. If there exists a value strategy that pursues holistic impact over emotional,
practical and infrastructural needs, the implementation of that strategy, i.e. how it
affects the designing decisions, should be visible in the project management procedures
and the documentation. If there is no such strategy applied, then it is very likely that, for
example, if pressure for cost cuts occurs, the cuts are made without considering the
impact on the users’ needs in the all categories and the relative importance of the needs.
The demand for cost cuts is an example of a typical decision-making situation
where preparation is of great importance. The preparation is in many cases balancing
between the effort of finding a good compromise and the risk of a hasty decision in a
situation where the project management has their hands full of work. The fourth
indicator identifies whether the decision is prepared in a collaborative manner, or has
the management taken a shortcut to save effort. In the case of cost cuts, it would be
preferable if the decision was prepared with sufficient understanding about value and in
dialogue with those who must live with the decision.
To be critical about the usability of the indicator system, it must be stated that it
does not provide a numerical forecast about the satisfaction level as such. However, it
contains a usable checklist which may be used to determine the state of beneficial
collaboration in any given point of a project. If such audition reveals major
insufficiencies in the management procedures, it enables to demand explicit
improvement to those procedures, and what is more important, to act in a proactive
manner to prevent conflicts.
8. Discussion
In this article we have examined how quality of the project’s outcome can be forecasted
from the management style and managerial acts. Our findings suggest that the
forecasting is possible, and the underlying mechanism is quite similar to the one
theorised in TFV theory (Koskela 2000). Our findings support Koskela’s (ibid.)
observation that the transformation perspective is not adequate to describe optimisation
of project management. However, the lean construction ideology has been traditionally
focused on the production phase of the project (Koskela 2000; Koskela and Howell
2002; Salem et al., 2006), although there has been interest toward lean design
management (Forbes and Ahmed, 2011; Emmitt, 2011). Our contribution is to provide
insight into the managerial practices of lean design management.
The quantitative component of this research verified that a high level of quality
was reached in terms of customer satisfaction. The qualitative component of the
research has explained how trust and flexible workflow management, value strategy,
and decision preparation style affect the project’s quality performance.
Flexible management of uncertain prerequisites of design tasks means that
design team members must be able to trust each other’s competence to solve unknown
uncertainties in time. Thus, the findings are in line with the trust-related research such
as the concept of ‘positive trust-performance’ (Chiocchio et al., 2011), how range and
depth of delivered information affect trust and quality (Mao et al. 2008), and a finding
that the competence trust is a key element of project performance (Ning, 2017). We
contribute to this body of knowledge by presenting five underlying mechanisms
(increased creativity, adopting more perspectives, increased maturity of information,
task prioritisation, new solutions suggestion) which explain how flexibility and mutual
trust among the stakeholders enhance the workflow of designers.
The examination of the value creation explained how a value strategy can be
created by using infrastructural-practical-emotional user need categories (Lundström et
al., 2016). Our contribution is to verify that forming a strategy in the concept design
phase, and following up systematically in managerial acts, is an important part in
reaching good performance in customer satisfaction.
This research extends the TFV theory (Koskela, 2000) from theory of
production to cover design management, by viewing decision-making in design
management through transformation, flow and value aspects. In addition, the alternative
solution analysis provides complementary aspect, which recognises whether the project
is managed in a command-and-control style where only one option at a time is allowed,
or whether the management utilises the evaluation of equal options. By adding that, the
theory better covers the human resources management and explains the role of ‘big
room’ designing. Yet the metrics suggested for each sub-indicator of beneficial
collaboration enables managerial implications in supervision of project management.
9. Conclusions
In current managerial practices, the follow-ups of committed cost and accomplishment
rates of scheduled tasks form the basis of forecasting in construction project
management. These points of view give information for routine check-ups, whether
there are problems or not and whether the potential problems are related to budgeting od
scheduling, but they do not provide much information on the quality. The quality
management practices rely on either inspections or post occupancy evaluations. The
problems of these current quality management practices are that they provide too little
information too late. Too little because the quality control inspections compare the
result to designs and technical specifications not necessarily directly connected to the
customer needs that the product or service is supposed to fulfil, and too late because
especially post-occupancy evaluations but also the quality control inspections examine
work that have been already done. This means that the quality can be improved via
rework, while the simultaneous improvement of quality and productivity would require
proactive correction of erroneous conducts.
To illustrate the contribution of the presented indicator system to the quality
management practices, a little mind game could be played: imagine that in the project
report there would be sections concerning learning process regarding customer needs,
impact on need categories, and balanced decision preparation assurance. How would it
shape the designing practices, if the design manager had to report where the information
on user needs comes from, and how the management assures that the design team has
sufficient information, and how they are going to deal with the upcoming information
that users will inevitably produce? Or if the project management was requested to
explain the analysis and dialogue behind the suggested option in a decision-making
situation.
In our experience, clients in construction projects tend to bring such topics into
conversation, but only in rare occasions is there clear structured literal reporting
concerning these matters. Our suggestion is that the absence of these matters in literal
reports leads to biased focus in project management. The utilisation of the presented
indicator system would bring balance by shifting the focus toward the quality issues and
the value of the project from the consumed money and time. This would be beneficial
especially in projects initiated for their societal value that are therefore difficult to value
in money terms. The structure provided by the indicator system would also guide
toward collaborative ways of working, which may be considered valuable as such.
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